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ABSTRACT ‘ .
The Institutional SQIf Stud& Fora for Postsecondary

.Institutions (ISSP) has been developed to help accreditation agenties

provide consumer protection to college apd university students. It is

designed to detect and guantitatively'’ scale the potential for abuse’

in institutions, and can be completed by anyone vho is knowvledgeable

_ .about the consumér protection policies, pnactices; and conditiqns of

hat ‘institution. .The ISSF.consists of;123° veighted itemg on . .
‘potentially abusive practices, divideq ‘into nine categories: (1) ' ) .
nisleading recruiting practices and lax admissions policies; (2) ‘lack .

- of necessary disclosure in ¥ritten ddcuments; (3) misrepresentation

- of accredited status; (4) inequitable tuition refund policies; (S) .

inadequate procedurts to insure qualified and stable faculty; (6)- Ty
inadequate record-keeping; (7) failure to maintain Felevant and ‘ o
up-to~-date occupational training programs; (8): inadegusate job ,
ﬁlacelent services; and (9) financial instahility. This instrulent o e
vas field tested in nine institutions granting associgte's, o . s

chelor's, .0r graduate'degrees. Participants were interviewved for
the ions and suggestions-for improvement, which are reporteéd. . A
The ISSF is appended, -along with its user guide, an éxplanetion of

ok .

the\heighted scoring s ;and sample reports._(GDC)
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N . INTRODUCTION. -

"~ Background o

In the spring of 1977, staff of the American. Institutes for Research (AIR)
cpmpleted work on a system designed to improve the role of accreditation agencies'
in > providing student consumer. protection in postsecondary education. . The
system (see Jung, Gross & B]oom 1977) was based on two questionnaires designed
to detect and quantitatively scale the abyse potentia] that existed in nondegree- h
and degree-granting postSecondary institutions " The questionnaires called
Institutional Report Forms (IRFs), could ‘be fi]]ed ‘out by any person who was
knowledgeable about the consumé¥ protection ‘policies, practices and conditions
of an institution and scored via a specially-designed computer progrith that
Was also part of the system. The U.S. (ffice of Education-supported deve]op-i_
ment and field testing of the system in a number of institutions around the

| c6un\ry are described in Jung (1977a).

0ne of the maJor recommendations of the final technica] report of the

‘ initfal development study (Jung, Hamilton, Helliwell, Gross B]oom, Shearer,

McBain & Dayton, 1977) was that USOE-recognized accreditation agencjes should
be encouraged to _use the IRF system to promote an increased awarendss of
~'studeht consumer protection issues 1nfaccreditated and candidate institutions.
In citihg this recommendation before ng of all recognized accreditation.
‘agencies, convened. by USQOE's Division of E]igibiiity and Agency Evaluation (DEAE),
_dung (1977b)" found considerable expressed interest in attempting an immediate '
field:test of the system The major purpose of the field test was to
‘estimate applicability and receptivity for wider adoption among accreditation
agencies in general and regional accreditation agencies in particular. With
support from the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation (OPBE) in the
form of a 12 month extension of the original contract, the field test was ‘begun
in July of 1977, ¥

’ -
The Data Col]ection and Scoring Mechanism

- The two IRFs (fer nohdegree- and qegree-granting institutions) were' based

, on an intensive anaiysis of actual cases in which institutiona] conditions,

po]icies, and practices proved abusive to students. The intent of the IRF .
items was simply to determine ‘whether or not such conditions, policies and
practices did exist at respondent institutions There was no necessary assump-

tion that' the measured presence of any particular condition, policy, or practice
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constituted student consumer abuse. Rather, the assumption was .that each !
detegted casgyrepresented .2 pateptial for abuse, and that the more cases:

Y

" detected, the. greater the potentia1 The critical requirements for inciuding(

.an item in the IRFs were:

o it related well to an institutional condition. policy, or practice
that is generally aggeed to be abusive (or the absencerof which is
generally agreed to be abusive) to students (i.e’, it had face
validity); 5 ‘

o it clearly .indicated the direction of undesirabi]ity with no compiex
\\statisticai transformations/or unverified rationales required '

‘9 it could be weighted such that quantifiable scores could be produced
with higher scores representing greater potential for abuse,

e it could be verified, efther through easily accessible documentation
or a]ternate in?ormation sources; wew

Te it could be marked without imgosing an unreasonabie burden on the
responden% institution; - -

o it tapped cquitions, policies, and-practices which are modifiable
and within. the power of every institution to modify, and

o it was at 1east potentially useful to an 1nst1tution in its own se]f—

study and seif-improvement efforts. v
. \ g

‘The IRF scoring: system was simpiy a method of weighting and averaging
the sum of the scores produced by items to which positive responses were

" obtained. A 1976 field test of the system in 37 institutions around the country o

produced the distribution of -institutien scorés shown - in Table 1. These could
also be broken down into topic scores which provided profiies of specific
consumer protection areas, such. as recruiting, disclosure, facuity stability,"
and financial stability (see Jung, Gross & Bloom, 1977).

For the regiona] accreditation agency field test, it wis necessary ‘to

‘modify the IRF for degree-granting institutions into a self-administered,

sklf-scorable questionnaire suitable for accreditation self—si‘dy applications
The topics 1nc1uded ‘on the modified instrument, ca]ied an, Institutional Self-"

LStudy Form (I1SSF), are listed in Tabie 2. Based on. an adjustment of the field

: test data, AIR staf* generated the "norms" for the ISSF diSpiayed in Table 3.
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o Ins*:tution Scoras {nr.OCCupationai Institutions
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vl Table 2 {""
' ' N ) ;
ot Types of fotgn‘mny Abusive lnstituuonu
| | condwons and Practices (ISSF Topics).
\
! 1.; M1§1ead1ng recruiting and lax admissipns policies and practices
. 2. ‘L&gk of necessary, disclosure in wr1§§§n documents \ - -
:WXI ' 3. M1sreprasentat181)and misuse of approved and accredited status. .
[ A. Inequitlble tuition and fee refund policies and failure to make
. . timely refunds . f .

5. Lack of adequate procedures to ehiure qua]ified and stable N
“instructional staff. ‘

6. Inadequate recordkd&ping practices ‘ ‘ (Z'

, 7. Failure to ﬁaintain -to-date and relevant instructional programs,
: especially in-occupational/professional preparation programs. = -

8. Lack of agequate job placement services (1f\promised), anJ\Tack of
4 fo]]ow-up of former students.

-~

9. Financtal instability. |, - B
~ Y
L) !( - ﬁ
\
{
S | . Table3
o Maximum Possible ISSF Scores’and Szgr& Ranges
N Expggjedlfrom Cross Section-of Inétitutions j)
Topic Weighted Items . Maximum Score Expected Range
T .18 N © 11,560 -100-400
- ' .38 . 780 50-250
- 6 1,330 - -500 4 -,
4 s 1M . 1,125 100=460
) N 5 013 ¥1,075 .~ 100-500
- | 8 1,125. ~ 125-500 . . .
T 8 . 2,140 7 250-750 N
8 14 \ 15140 t 100-500 .
9. 7° 1,250 « - 0-400 L
: . a . . - f ‘ ... )
Institution 123.»" P '1,140 : . ‘100‘-:390 .\ K -
| R ) o
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T PR - FIELD TEST PROCEDURES:
\;J;/f .

. __ganizationa1 Meeti;;l I

’ The accreditation f1e1d-test of the student con:%hir protection ques®ion-
naire began officially on 1 Ju1y 1977. On 27 July an organizational meeting
was held which brought together at the AIR Palo Alto office the following
1nd\y1dua1s Or. Witliam MaclLeod and Dr. Danie1 Mp1oney from the New England
Association of Schools and Colleges; Dr. Thurston Manning and Dr. Charles Cook
from the North Central Association of School$ and Colleges; Dr. William Langsdorf ‘
from the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (senior commission).
Dr. Sa1vatore Co:ra11o and Dr. William Green from OPBE; Dr. Larry Friedrich
from DEAE ahd Dr. Steven Jung, Mr. Charles Dayton, and Mrs. Carolyn Helliwell

from AIR. ‘3
The meeting agenda covered eight t0p1cs _ )
. @ Project schedule ‘ \ ' \ o -

® Role of UYSOE, AIR, and accreditation agencies in the project
e Expected outcomes .of the study

o Revision of the Institutiona1\Report Form (IRF) to an Institutional
¢ Self-Study Form (ISSF)

dEDeve]opment of an accreditation agency«User Guide for the ISSF
o Selectibn of field test schools : Lo

o Purposes of on-site br1ef1ngs by AIR staff members prior to eva1uat10n
team site visits ‘1 ‘

o Coordination of‘F$e1d test with DEAE use of the IRF
A numtper of decisions resulted from discussion on these topics, including:

1. The field test would focus pr1mar11y on degree-granting institutions, -
although eme or two ngndegree-granting institutions might be inclu

- 2. The field test wgu1d be,1imited to the three regional assoc1at1qns _
of schools and ¢ 11eges. although the desirability of inclading pro-
J prietary scho§1§?’nd other specialized institutional accreditation
agengdes 1in ture was genérally agreed upon-.

3. Eagh institution included in the field test might employ the Insti-.
' tutional Self-Study Form (ISSF) someWhat differently. This was
considered desirabie. AIR would aupply adequate copies (up to 25)
to each institution for use as desired by institutional staff. One
“official" version of the ISSF should be completed and made available
to the evaluation team and AIR from each field test instituytion. -

-

- 4. AIR staff would not accompany accreditation site visits teams on their
. Z::/ qJ;ua1 eva1uat10ns of the field test schools. : .

e . ~ [ 4

.
’ W~




5. The 'ISSF focus on traditional, undergraduate, on-campus programs
was recognized. and discussed. thile no action was recommended, it
was agreed that it would be desirable at some future 'point to address
more directly nontraditional, off-campus, and graduate prootams.

A\ 6. It was agreed—that the preliminary ISSF would be revised in a

: variety of ways. The guiding principles were to make it.as easy
to use and inoffensive as possible, and to allow school staff to
-score the form more easily. ' '

7. It was agreed that a User Guide would be developed to accgzi%ny .
. the form. The purpose of the guide would be to explain the back-
-ground of the field test, detatl categories of potential abuse,
explain the structure of the ISSF, suggest possible uses of‘the form
in the accreditation process, indicate where data requested on the
form could be found, explain how to interpret topic and overall "’
N scores, and provide-categories and examples of exemplary policies
’ and practices. '

In addition to-these decisions, selection of field test schools‘was'begun.
. and a project schedule and task 1ist were initiated. o \
Sample Selection T o
In the month following this meeting, the ISSF* was revised and the User

Guide* was prepared in accordance with the recommendations of .the conference ¢
partiéipants. In addition, selection of field test sites was completed.

Selected schools were chosen to inclyde a cross section in regard to owner-

Sﬁ}b status, size, degrees granted, urban/rural location, and general "gharactér.
The nine institutions chosen, and their type, are'displaygd in Figure ].

Schedule _ , . ,
Most of the sampled schools were scheduled to receive a'visit from an
accreditf?‘gn evalqptfon team in the spring of 1978. - Thus 1§‘was decided
that a project representative would visit each campus in the fall, in the
company of an accreditation agency representative, to deliver the ISSFs and
User Guides, explain the purposes and procedures of the field test, and answer'.
any questiods posed by institution representatives. The institutions wou1d '
then have until the spring to complete the forms and attach an official cbmple%ed
* copy to their;setf-study. At the time of the evaluation team's spring visit,
an AIR project representative would again travel to each of tte campuses to -
meet Qith'Epe am, explain the field test, and answer any questions team
.rmcmbers might ‘have about jt. Both college representatives involved in coqplebﬁﬁg

: ’
. ¢ -
'{ *These are gontained as Appendices A and B to this report. o
L ‘ A C ' ‘\\‘
oo - - LT
\ -0 S ‘ : ) . .- : : A . o . P . o



Region

New England

_tigy\
A «  Figure 1
Field Test Schools

School

Northustern University
Boston anachusetts

Private, graduate degree-

granting university  , -

Nathan'lal Hawthorne College
Antrim. New Hampshire

Private, B.A. degree-
~granting college

Newbury Junior College.
Boston, Massachusetts

Private, A.A. degree-
granting junior college

Univers4 ty of lewa

Pub™ c, graduate degree-

= ~ Towa City, Iowa gn%\ting university
|
|5 Northwood Institute Privite, B.A. degree-
8 Midland, Mich{gan - granting college
5 ' —
&) ‘Cuyahoga Community College Public, A.A. degree-
. 2 Cleveland, Ohio granting junior college
University of California, Rivepstde | Pubflic, graduate degree-
o Riverside, .California granting university
» E Stanislaus State College Public, B.A. degree-
1‘,}, Stanislaus, California granting college
¥

Art Center, Callege of Design
Pasadena, California

Private, B.A. and M.A.
degree-granting college

!

the form and evaluition team members would then be interviewed by telephone.
following the spring: vis'lt, to gather reactions.

Orientation Visits . .

-

The orientation visits were nnde.duri_ng_the months of September and October,

1978.

'Institut'lon representatives were encouraged to include faculty and

'students in thcir survey along with administrators knowledgeable on eath of

the nine topics included in the form.

Twenty-five copies of the ISSF were

'provided each school for this purpose, along with five copies of the User
Guide. Officfals of each school were asked to use as many forms as they

thought advisable,. but to definitely collapse the results into one: “ofﬁc1a1"

completed copy to be attached to thetr self-study andwsubmitted for evalua-

tion team review.

detailed in the Results section of this. report

—

_"_._. : 11

Thé procedures actually followed by the instifutions are®
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Evaluqtiéﬁ Team Visits -

Two of the selected 1n3t1tutions_'actua1}y had eva]detion team visits in the
fall, one in October and one in November; six had the visits in the sbring%
one in February, one in March, two in April,.and two in May; and one institution

. had the visit postponed to the fall of 1978, for reasons unrb]ated to the

project. A; each institution an AIR staff member met with the evaluation
team on the day prior to the beginning of its visit, to explain the field
test, answer questiqns, and arrange for followup telephone interviews. The
teams varied somewhat in fMeir receptivity\to the field test and the use

()nude of the information/presented. Again, a description of this response

1nc1uded in the Results section.

. j . L : . ' .

to the field test will

Followup Interviews v gj/\\,
Following each evaluation team visit, both collede representatives
involved in comp?eting the ISSF and evaluation team members were contacted

' by telephone, to gather reactions and feedback. An interview guide was /

developed to structure these fnterviews and assure comparability of information.

It focused the interviews on how the ISSF was used, whethe[.it increased

awareness of student consumer protection issues, whether it helped to idegtify-
problems at the institutions, how 1t might be improved, and whether {t should
be used genera]ly in the accreditation process. Outcomes of these - interviews
are contained in the Resu]ts 'section. '

- Problems .

Problems occurred which interfered with the compietion of the field ~
tests at two of the institutions. At one schoof},as'aIready indicated, the
valuation team visit was postponed until the fall of 1978, eliminating any ° -
feedback from evaluation team members. .This inspitution did complete the |
ISSF and will use it in the fall review. At another school, an official

copx of the ISSF was.never prepared and submitted to the evaluation team.

Thug no feedback was gathered from this $ite. "An alternative school was
selected in this instance, and althouch it teceived the farms too late for

a fully satisfactOry involvement, staff did make 'an attempt to use the forms.

. Lesser problems involved the varying -serfousness with which institutions
: and'evaluation teams regarded the field test. These varying reactions, however,

constitute one part of the study's results.-
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- topig area were asked to com
"f'were then collapsed into ofe pffi'ial version. Six schools attempted to
involve: faculty and students ‘on gome basis. Typically, three to six indi<
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Participation _?f Tt . ‘;:n_- a R gv -

Thd'first outcome measure of interest in this study is the rEaction of -

: institutidn and evaluation team representatives to the field test, as measured
.,by their degree of reSponsiveness to it and the effert they put- forth Just
~how much did each’ of these groups do. related to the field test. Do, v

Institutions were given & good deal of latitude in terms of thgir level

fof participation. - Their minimal requirements for participation con51sted of -
e&completing some number. of fonms (each was provided 25 copies), submitting one

official copy with their self study, and allowing proaect personnel to contact

~ them by telephone to gather their reactions following the evaluation vis1t

Institution reactions ‘varied in a number of ways. - '

‘One variation was the groups (administrators faculty, students) from

;thch anfﬁﬁstitution sought ISSF information. Institutions were encouraged

to involve faculty and s ~}udents in this process, as well as administrators

'Three of the 1nst1tut1qns relied almost exclus1vely on administrators to
complete the forms. In .each :such case, administrators most expert ‘in each

that part of the form, and the results

viduals in each tategory were asked to complete ‘the form, and their responses‘

. were considered in preparing the official- version of the form. Faculty and
' ;students generally had 1imited knowledge*bf the top1cs and -items on the form; -
" thus administrators most knowledgeable on. each topic were generally relied -

on most strongly for 1nformation, at all 1nstitutions
A second variable of interest was:how students would be chosen for

‘participation, if they were invoived at all : Fhose who actually contributed

were not generally selected hy a random Pprocedure; rather, older students
more apt to be knowledgeable about the college were usualTy invq}ved College
staff were very ‘open about discuss1ng this selection procedure, and the
generally fragmentary knowledge even older students had supports the w1sdom
of not tnvolving randomly selected students. , : : '
N\ A thiﬂH question was the size and quality of any reports jnstitutiqns
uld repare to accompany the completed ISSF It was suggested to schools

?
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.4.‘ that't ey offer some evidence of having diges;ed what they found fron the.?brm,
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' and 1nd1cate their reactions to any prob]ems uncovered. Two of thé schools’ _: -
prepared fairly exten51ve reports to accompany their. off1c1a? copy of. the. . PR
. comp]eted form, one prepared-a one-page overV1ew of the resu1ts, five prepared
ey ;%ﬁ just the- officia& copy ‘of the ISSF; one, as 1nd1cated, prepared noth1ng and - i' 3_
” ;.A“j dropped out of the f1e1d test; and one, whose. visit w111 take place 1n the-fa11
' . may prepare an ‘accompanying report , o : ' o
" A fourth question was whether'}nst1tut1ons wou1d make the ISSF ahd its - ..,
results an integral part of, their self study and whether they would make the
resu]ts ava11ab1e to eva1uat1on teams. Three schodls prov1ded the»off1c1aT |
ISSF as a d1rect attachment - to their self study, making it avanlab1e in advance
to eva1uat10n team members, ahd one sent® 1t to evaluation team members in |
- advance of their visit, but not attached to the self study; twaof these
schoo]s were the ones that included reports a1ong with the1r~off1c1a1 copy 1
of the ISSF. Three schools’ did not attach the comp]eted 1SSF to the1r self
study, but made cop1es available to evaluation team members on the1r arr1va1
- at the 1nst1tut1on, this allowed no time for advance rev1ew The' reasons for 7
this fa11ure to adhere to the f1e1d test requ1rement were d1ff1cu1t to ascer- jo
ta1n, it was probab]y a mixture of pass1ve resistance and’ bureaucrat1c 1neff1- :
c1ency One schoo] a backup 1nst1tut1on chosen to replace the schoo1 that .
dropped “out, simply did not have time to comp]ete the ISSF in advance of the h
eva1uat1on team's v1s1t . And one sch001 'S v1s1t ‘was postponed unt11 the
faH . ' s - . < L /
. These four measures prov1de an overv1ew ‘of how ser1ous1y sch001 off1c1als
~ took their part1c1pat1on in the field test, and ?:e1r re§9t1on as gauoed by

‘e !

/o

/

- the effort they put’ forth . How did eva1uat1on tepms respond? o ,/ |
As with the 1nst1tut1ons evaluation teams were g1ven a good dea1/of o
14titude in their use of ‘the ISSF results. They could choose to exp&ore the o
resu1ts in depth on the1r visits, on1y s11ght1y, or ngt at’ a11 The one‘gti- {
pu1at1on made 1n advance was that no schoo1 wou]d be denied reaccred1tat1on '
based on its ISSF score. . : B /- qﬁg ;. ‘
As’ d1scussed above only four of the eva1uat1on teams- rece1wll cop1es
of the conp]eted forms in advance of,the1r v1sit In those 1nstances where
re not: avai1ab1e 1n advance, it was d1ff1cu1t for team members to take
Zj_a rev1ew the 1nformat1on in depth on site, and 11m1ted use was made
»'of'the results. Genera11y one or two ‘team members, exp]or1hg areas not c]ose]y
related to the top1cs on the form, wou1d ask a few quest1ons where possible
prob]emslhad been uncovered through other ]nqu1r1es._‘The four teams that

’ . SR N 14 B R A . ~ ' b
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g_\giéfrece1ve a/c:SKIeted ISSF in advance of the1r v1S1t genera]]y made a
Somewhat more ough‘attempt to fo]]owup possib]e problems uncovered by -
he form, and 1n-seVEra1 1nstances a d1scult1on of such‘prob]ems was 1nc1uded '
.in the ‘team’ s repontqggln}no 1nstance was the toch of student consumer pro- '
tect1on a centra1 top1c ofdthe évaluat1on team s attentton, however

/

i _j‘SF Scores and Reports . ',?‘ e ] (ii'é':'j )

o A second measure of the f1e1d test s results -is the scores achieved by

'-the participating 1nstitut1ons, and the reports they produced to accompany 7

the completed ISSF These scores are contained in Co]umn A 1n Tab]e 4. To

prQV1de perspectjve, they are presented alongside scores achieved by a. group.

of ‘institutions which participated 1n an earlier IRF f1e1d test wh1ch involved
se1f-admin1stered forms, but not se]f-scor1ng (Column B). They are also

"canpared to a f1e1d test in which IRF scores wereagased on ne1ther se]f adm1n1-

. stered nor’ self—scored forms, but externa] ratings of the 1nst1tut1ons ) o
(CoTumn C) ' ~ \

/

-

" ISSF Scores, Compared with Earher IRF Field Tests

Column A
Self-Administered and

Table 4
~Colum B
Self-Administered,

) Col umn_C B
Externally Administered |-
. and Scored Results -

_Self-Scored Results - Externally-Scored Results

| Range: 100 - 241 - ©69-233 ¢ 7. . 106309 |

Mean: L 143 187

L

The data’in Tab]e 4 suggest that 1nst1tutions were quite h0nest-ﬂn their
. responses on the form * The mean score 1nst1tut1ons ass1gneg themselves was very
,Vnear “to those aSS1gn ! to a simi]ar cross sect1on of. 1nst1tutgons by external raters
-+~ Jjnan earlier field %ght and was h1gher than those achiaved by institutions * - ;
who se]f-adm1nistere ‘the form w1thout know1ng the we1ght1ngs of the various
responses to- the items. Keep ‘in m1nd here that the h1gher a score,the greater
‘the potent1a1 for student consumer abuse. - The honesty suggested by this com-
'parison was\génerally reinforced in.the follouup 1nterv1ews w1th evaluation
. *team members, who caut1oned that there was a possib111ty for misrepre-
. sent1ng an 1nstftut1on s status with the se]f-scor1ng approach, but that they
'.ﬂwere 1mpressed at how complete]y honest the schoo] they visited had been,

e
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~ eyen when it put the sch001 1n d bad light There is, of course the p0551-ﬁ

&bility that 1nstitutions were more carefu1 and honest in;'their responses, C.

knowing an -acen ditataon eva]uation team would be. able to check on what they_
'c]aimed Witho t such a backup- of some variety, honesty in responses might

- f‘be a proﬂ]em ' he spirit w1th'wh1ch mo schoo] off1c1als took on the-task of .

completing the SSF argues against this.. They tended to v1ew the exar01se as

a useful way to gain perspective on themse]ves and. gauge themse]ves against an.'f"

external measurdt But the use of some sort of aud1t1ng system with se]f-.
administered and self-scored ISSFs may be de51rabTe or even necessary ]
g As mentioned earlier, it was suggested to institution staff«that once theyi:*
had collected the information asked for in the ISSF, they shou]d show some .
evidence of hav1ng processed this and indicate how they 1ntended to deal with
any prob]ems untovered Two institutions did ‘this, in béth cases rather

admirably A th1rd Wh1Ch had iti eva]Uation team visit postponed until

the fali may . One 'schoo] prepared,a one-page overv1ew of 1ts findinos * .

Five schools prepared only the comp]eted official version of the ISSF, and one

| prepared nothihg and dropped out of the field test. 0ff1c1als at severa] of .

-the schools, however, felt that the field test uncovered weaknesses that

o required action Fo]]owup interV1ews 'at- seven of the nine institutions wh1ch

e

o ,Fo]lowup InterVTéh.Results e B e

'.partic1pated suggested that at 1east one spec1f1c problem was uncovered that

twill require a responsea‘end while the. reSponses had -not yet been clearly -

'-defined at all. sites, they had been at severa], and were being worked on.at -

:the others .In most cases the probiems SO 1dent1f1ed were neither widespread
nor severe. They genera]]y 1nvolved the information provided students on

"5fvarious pb11c1es and practices. More detail will be prov1ded on th1S point |

in’ the sectiorltO'follow, wh;ch ta111es resu]ts from the fo]]owup 1nterv1ews
. %o,

;'»-A

.

A centra] source of feedback on the field test's resu]ts was the fo]lowup

. 'telephone 1ntervieWs conducted with’ 1nst1tution and eva]uation team repre--

'sentativesk)nvolved at the n1ne states. These 1asted an average of 10 to 15

~ minutes each, and were structured around a series of SiX questions . '4'-

.o How was the ISSF used by the schoo]/eva]uation team?

o Whether/how was awareness of student consumer protection 1ssues
_ increased? o | . oo

*These reports are'tontained.in,Appendices;é; D, and E.



* A% - . T e ! -
.<‘ o “ I«, . X . / . .‘ : R ‘ .
o Nhether/what speci fic problems were identified at the field test

_schools? - i ‘

o What action was . defined to solve any such problems?

L o ‘9 Reactions 1o the ISSF and field test procedures and guggestions for

™ - . improvements? N ,

- 0 iihether the ISSF wou]d be a useful add’rti on to the accreditation . [
process generally?: X S

, Each institution appointed one administrator in >charge of the fieId
oL teStJ— These individuais were. interviewed then asked for .suggestions of
O -others who were involved.- in"fi 11ing out the forms and tnat had reactions, to it \'
| Likewise, each evaluation. team chairpersoncwas interviewed arid was, asked for .
suggestions of others on the team who. were invoived wi _h the form and that had ,' _,i_-‘rl
reactiohs Typica]]y, a total, of four to six persons /were *interv1ewed per o

B site between the two categories

. r

. ' Talilén the interview guestions The first fjﬁ]]owup interview question Y <
SR dealt wi what use was made of the ISSF by the schoo] and evaiuation tehm. : A
. s This matfer was discussed -in the previous section. /. . N i B
/ o . -The econd @estion invo'!ved whether the ISSF 1ncreased awareness of
. " studentYconsumer protection issues ‘on the part’ of those who fi]]ed it out.

’ : Responses to this. question were divided into four’f:ategories- yes:; qu_a]ified
o yes qualified no; and no! “The middle two catego ies were necessary to _ |
S accomodate the many respondents . who said "Yes, Iput ." or "Sort of..." or
S in some other way did not express a c]ear yes/no response to the. question

L ResuIts among the two groups (institution representatives and eva'luation team

"members) were as fotlows: | = f'ﬂ e ~

J

| L ‘f AR - Increased Awareness ,
LT Ouai'ified | Qua]ified o
S T R (- X Yes -~ __No - No
Institution e o
. Representatives 10 T .‘ 3 _ 1

‘./_’. .
+

e \ Evaiuation 'l'eam L o T
St Memberst U 6. 6, 7 3.
. ‘ In an cases respondents who: answered "yes" couId provide examples of ways in
, \which awareness was increased, some of the “qualified yes" respondents could
N provide such. examples, and’ some could onIy offer a genera] sense that. people

' were. more foéused on the issue.




. The third question in the. interiEW dealt with whether actual nti-
fiable pl blems related ‘to the ISSF were’ identified in ‘the"field test. '_
Respons S were categorized.in the same manner as the second question, with . -
*5."f the follow ing results . o S C ‘

- DT e Problems‘Identified“

=

N - o SR .. Qualifed’ Qualified
. . | ‘ /. Yes ' __ Yes No No
' Institution ' e E ' 4
: S Representatives A SIEA S 8 .2
.- e Evaluation Team - = - , ° — { o s

SR Members: . - .5 1 VT 8 |
a Again, all individuals responding with a clear yes could give examples an .-
average of l 9 per person Those answering "qualified yes" were split -
three provided axamples,,two-did not *with .the average number offered being 1:0.°
What\the institution's response would bé to identified problems was the
fourth interview\question and definitfons tended .to depend largely on the
nature of the problems. In all cases a feeling was expressed that there
. would be some- 1nstitutional response; in some cases this reSpdnd had already <,
o been defined; in other cases it had not. " | I
~c ..~ °  Some of the issues that stood out-as needingyattentio t one'or more .
‘institutions included providing more explicit information -in the college o
o ‘catalog, conducting fuller or more systematic student evatuations: of faculty,
;;' i _ eliminating deceptive or potentiallysmisleading advertising op recruitment
L practices, and improv1ng followup of graduates especially in terms of -employ-
: ment in fields for which they had prepared The overriding theme was the need
for better communication between the institution and its students. L
The fifth question asked for feedback on. the ISSF. and field test pro--
cedures Many positive and negative comments were received Respondents
 were particularly probed for suggestions for improvements Comments were
~ classified into three categories: (1) positive, (2) negative or questioning,
: and (3) recommendations for improvement. Comments were as follows: '
SRl Comments . L 'fiﬁ,ﬁ
) . Positive Negative/Questioning Recommendations :
ﬂInstitution . ST L, o N

-~

“Representatives 16 ‘ 24 - "~ 10
‘Eyaluation Team o SRR
- Members - . - 11 ¥ - 29 ' 15

It shouldbe noted that while there were many negative conments andinuch questioning, this
. is essentially what was being requested in this item Details of the comments made in
o) each of these categories will be presented in a section to follow '
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The ixth guegiion asked was whether the ISSF would, be a useful addition

to the accreditation process at other schools (1 e., genera]]y) Results on
this question.-j : -

o ISSF Useful Addition e
- v 7T -7 Ylqualified  Qualified

-

B S S - SN N o
‘Institution i ! N T
Representatives 2 5 | 4 .0
E'f‘z:l'll'bu::3;0"i Team 1 '_ 5 4 .2
v ' { ) ' _

Qua]ifications here often re]ated to criticisms or suggestions made " on item .

“'five. Respondents felt that if such and such a change were made, or if the

form were oniy used with a given type of school, it wou]d be usefu] Thisg

p‘was particu]ariy true of evajuation team members

i
!
' l X . .
: PoSitive comments . Many positive comments were made about the form and

':field test in the telephone interviews Thése tended to cluster around three

- the yes/no format

o
themes: \ ;

!

o The form was well structured

A

"o The fie]d st defined and focused attention on the topic of student
consumer prgtection. o,
o The top’ic i5 a re]evant and time]y one, gequiring attention. ‘

ople interviewed offered compliments about “the ISSF.
ought it was too long Positive comments were made about
clarity, simp]icity, thoroughness, efficiency, and, self-
scoring of _the ii trument. Two individuals commented that ‘it was easier to - -
use and less pai fu] than they had expected. In genera1 the design and
'qua]ity of the i strument 1tsélf seemed to be well received.
~ Many inter ie&bes felt that the form and field test seryed a useful
function in fog sing\attention on the issue of student consumer protection,
and lending it peeded c]arification This was expressed many ways -- conscious-

/" Many of the.
Virtually no oné

ness raising,
at, and i]]umi ating an issue that is no one's “natural business“ at a college.

The form was also seen as a useful checklist and se{f—eva]uation aid for
institutions, apart from 'the accreditation process. . "

whiTe the feeling about the importance of the prob]em of student consumer

proteqtion was mixed, a number of interviewees commented on this importance as a
e fie]d test. ' With increasing competition§for students, and

. .
7- r
.
s

strength of.

Yoo 19

cusing on grey areas, pinp01nting what a committee should 1ook



Swith the underrepresentati‘on of the stucb‘nt viewpoint typical of the accredi-
tation process, the fbrm was seen as relevant and timely SR :

«

__J;;tive connents Included in this category are not only criticisms

of the form and/or field test but also questions abgut it. In some insitances -
. inteqyiewees raised questions' wi thout hav1ng‘definitely concluded there was

.a problem. - Some of these comments also apply to difficulties, peculiar to’

this field test as opposed to the general rehevance of the issue and useful-.

ness of the form for higher. education.’ Negatiwe comments fell into Five .

‘basic categories “including: + L. L

- o the ISSF weighting and scoring System .: -*;"-3ﬁ : u/

o questions of validity associated with sampling of respondents,
number of items: per topic, sources of 1nﬁormation, and honesty .
of responses ‘ . o : ) . A

) lOgistical‘difficulties h
‘ ., ® importance of the problem , | _ _
o o probiems with the ISSF itself S : I
Thesé will be discussed 1ndiv1dually }ﬁ? ' L '
) The first issue- relates to the weighting and scoring system of the ISSF.™
41‘ ~ Some- 1nterviewees found this confu51ng, either in computing the score or 1tsk
resultant meaning; some questioned the values a531gned to certain responses,
and felt value judgments were beingnade that were not universally dccepted -
in higher education; and some, disliked the idea of using scores at all,
feeling they implied preSCriptive specific guidelines in what shoeuld be a
qualitative rather than a quantitative process. . . -
) The second issue’ relates to the question of the validity of the results.
' Some felt too few individuals were included to allow meaningful conclusions,
~and that those admihistrators and faculty who responded could well have been A
hand-picked some felt students, in particular, should have been selected by
random procedure and that few negative viewp01nts were probably included in-
’ pcompleted ISSFs some felt there were too few items*in certain of the topics
o give them any real validity as measunes of the topics in question. Two
factors complicated this issue further. The first was that few faculty mem-
bers .or students were found who knew. mos't of the information asked for on the
form; thus the official- completed ISSFs came largely from administrators .
whose responsibilities lay closest to the topics in question. The second :
was. the issue of ‘honesty; .a few interviewees felt there was no way to assure
objective responses when the “correct",answer was obvious. It may be hote-

<
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_worthy that evaluation team members who, commented o this felt responses at
.the School they visited had been yery hOnest the problem was seen as a poten-g .
- tial.one, not a realized one. ’ , ‘ .
4 The -third issue 1dentif1ed by respondents concerns log‘lstical problems .
associated with the field -test. Thesé 1ncluded instjtution representatives,
- ip some cases, not rece!ving the form in,advance of their preparation of the -
self-study, making 1qcorporatlon of the I3SF findings diffiqult evaluation S
team meémbers, in Some cases, not recelv1ng the completed ISSF tn advance of ) :
their visit, making use of the ISSF 1nfor@ation difficult; and difficulty in
. team members’ using the 1nformation from the ISSF quickly.and efficiently, : ;
,through lack of orlentation to the‘farm's cpntent and structune . Complicat-
“ing ‘this logistical problem was the fact that accreditat1on visits are‘very ' e
busy, pressured eveﬁ?s in the first place and, in some cases, team members
already felt overwhelmed with the normal accreditation guidelines and expec-
tations. Where the chief concerns about an ingtitutign did not relate closely
to the issues surveyed on the ISSF, the extra task oégﬁncluding the. field test
in the team's review became especially:-difficult. - * .

The fourth issue relates to the question of whether student consumi/, :
protection is a serious enough problem to demand thé attention.that the field
85t required.. This _was ques tioned in various ways . some respondents felt
) her education was already aware of the 1ssue' some felt that higher . >‘

education was already so overwhelmed with requests for 1nformat1on that any
addi tional requests should be very high)in priority, and weren't sure this .
issue qualified; some felt that while a few schools might require attention'
in this regard, most would not. New, pr1vate, proprietary, and vocat1onal
'schools were seen as likelier candidates than established, public, non-prof1t,
and degree-granting schools; one 1nd1v1dual felt that the: form would "fan the
"flames" of an issue that is not now 1mportant to most students, but m1ght be
~ made so. K ' RTINS \

The fifth issue relates to problems associated with the ISSF ltself A
few interviewees exper1enced difficulty in 1nterpret1ng certain questions;
some- pointéd out that on a large campus with many schools and programs , it
was difficult to give one answer that would be correct in all cases; some
disliked the -yes/no format, feeling it oversimplified complex s1tuat10ns, and
some felt that the form had a negative tone, implying impreper behav1or and’—fv
‘ puttlng people on the defensive.

21
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; L PapZicipAnt recommendations . A]ong with theé?’positi&e and*ﬁegative
impressions of the~fie1d test,‘interviewees were asked for t iR suggestions
.and reconlnendat.ions for improvements. Tbése tended ‘to folvlovrthe patterns ‘
of, their negative comments , representing,soiutions to the problems they -
: _‘identified ‘Four basic categories of'suggesti/ns were received:
,.'k )o preparing evaluation team members moré fully

- ‘e

e improving the sampling procedures
e integrating the ISSF-into ‘the accreditationyg(ide]ines
e'adapting. the ISSF 1in- various ways _
- .Some_ evaluation' team members felt that had they unders tood therISSF more ~
\ quy, and had it. earllr to ‘study, they could have made fuller use of the
information it pro ided in their visits. Specific suggestions included pro-
viding a kit to eigiain—edministgation of the form, keeping a field test
representative on the campus during the team visit, emphasizing the impor-
tance. of the field test to fhe team chairperson pr iding more information
on the meaning of scores and\intent behind each topic, and having the cteam
members meet and discuss their use of the form in advarice of their visit.,
Some interviewees suggested improvements in the_saMpTing procedures and
in the field test. These ranged from selecting only institutions apt to have
student consumer protection problems, to including a,]arger, more representa-
tive student sample; providing a description of exatt]y'who fi]ied out the
' form, samp]ing graduates rather than current students) and sampling employers.
Some interviewees suggested that the ISSF would have received fuller
attention had it been viewed as an integra] part of the accreditation self-
study, rather than a separate field test whase -connection yas not entirely
: c]ear Specific thoughts in this regard included making it part of the self-
study out]ine, inc]uding questions related to the issue of student consumer
protectlon in the se]f-study outline in place of the separate form, or simply
subsuming it as a legitimate requirement for reaccreditation. ~
. Several suggestions were offered in the way.of future adaptations of the
. ISSF or the procedures used-in this tﬁzﬁd test. One thread of thinking was to
provide various versions of the form.£Or various types of schools; another was
el to provide various versions of 1t for administrators, facu]ty, and students,
asking each only what they would be apt to know, a third was to inc]ude ver-
sions designed for off-campus/nontraditional programs, where it was fe]t s tu-
dent consumer prob]ems are more likely to occur; a fourth was to distinguish
whether facts or perceptions were being provided when it was filled out.

-
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. Suggested changes ih scoring\\toluded hav1ng AIR desgpe scor;ng, using LR

separate answer sheet for comp ter scoring; providing better norms to

indicate what s scores mean; and Eiiminating scores for items on which -

there 15 not widespread agreement. Ftnally, .some interviewees saggested'

use of the form as a quick diagnostic tool;" the desirability ofipro-;

viding instituttons a 1ist of Qo practices;. the need to offér recom- /2

mended actions where problems are’ uncovered and the need to SJlow ade /(é

quate.time for institutions to make ehanges
AR | N o .

-

Accreditation Agency FeedBack . - E ' ~5~_ ; >
'In addition to the followup 1nterviews with institutioﬂ and(évaluation
.team representatives, conferénce calls were held with staff of the three
accredi tation associations.to discuss field test results and impressions the\
. staff had formed. The results of these conversations are'briefly_summarized

in this section. ' - S .

~

. Representatives from the Western Association of Schools and Colleg\s
Senior. Commission felt that the ISSF would be a.great service "to a part1cu- )
lar class of 1nst1tutions,“ namely propr1etary and two-year schools as -

- opposed to four-year and graduate schools These. representatives felt off-
campus programs needed the most attention and recommended that the ISSF be 41
adapted for use with such programs. It was also pointed out that a number

* of changes were being made’ ﬂn the WASC accreditation handbook and self-study .
gujde which would give more precise definition on Several of the topics

~\\\<;;_;>——c6'tained in the ISSF. o ' I

S

Representatives of the New England: Association of Schools and Colleges
noted a generally positive reaction ¥o the field test) but with little feed-
- back from participating institutions. One institution had folnd some note- _
worthy communicqtion problems from use of the form; another, not a field test
site had found the form very useful tg self-evaluation A genera feeling
was expressed that the language of the form needed to hdve a more positive
~ tone. -

Representatives of the North Central Association of Schools and Colleges
expressed a general satisfaction with their participation 1n the field test,
 Wwhile noting that evaluation teams in that region varied in the extensiveness
of their use of the ISSF findings. The need for an auditing process in futyre

use of the form was discussed; the suggestion was made that.alfew key 1items
frgm the ISSF would suffice for auditing and could make the process of

23
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review1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 responses easier for eva]uat1on teams. It was noted

_that institution staff generally responded more positively to the field fést

"did members of the evaluation teams, and th® suggestion was- made that
the ISSF, Vor an abbreviaied version of it, might be a useful self-chifk

| methanism f9r ins i tutiohs apart from accreditation visits.

A1l three agenciesfagreed to act as dissem1nat1on po1nts for the ISSF

- for any future use whi ch schoo}s in the regions might desire. AIR will supp]y

extra copies of the form to each agency for this purpose.

~
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Iv. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS _—

In geneial’, the: fleld test. resuTts 1nd1cate that the ISSF can be a . - <
valuab]e add'ltign to' the a&reditation process,. fc us1ng attent‘lon of 1nst1-

_tutional staff and sitiPvisit teams on ap jmportpnt ‘area that too often -
.tands to be taken for Jranted in regional accre tation. It seems 1ikely
- that the form might also have considerable promis for use by specialized

cles that accredit primarily prietary schools, even

accredi tation a

_though these Agencies currently pay considerably more attention to student -,

consumer progection 1ssuas.1 Tho utility stems main'ly from the ISSF! s unique
require review of spac'lfic institutional- policies, practicys,
and condftions and then quanhfy the "abuse potential existing therein,

~ Although a sma'll percentage of institutional staff and accreditation site

visitors questioned this. orientation as presuming guilt whene there .may have
been nore, most participants in the field test accepted the fact that no -
1nst1tution is perfect, no mtter how good its 1ntentions, and there is
always room for 1mprovement :

This almst,umversaltspirit of cooperation and honest desire for
1mprovemant in the student consumer protecti on area 1s one of the most
encouraging findings of the field test. Cynics such as Harold Orlans and
his collaborators (1974) have contended that any attempt to “plant consumer

¥
>

- protection in the accreditation process is as promising as a crop of Arctic

coconuts." .This obviously false assertion has unfortunatoly appeared as .
accepted fact 1n such influential DHEW reports as the Recommendations for

) Improved Management of Federal Student Aid Programs (Student Financial
Assistance Study Group, 1977). The results of- the present field test, if
‘properly followed up, should help lay it to rest. The remainder of this

3

saection wﬂl concentrate on what might constitute proper follow up.

{For example, the "ethical practices’ standards of proprietary school accredi- -
tation agencies such as the National Association of Trade and Technical Schools
(NATTS), the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools (AICS), and the
National Home Study Gouncil (NHSC) all contain over 10 pages of prohibitions
and requirements on such topics as advertising, recruiting, and disclosure.

“In contrast, the eth'lcal practice standards of regional accredi tation agencies

rarely oxceed one page | .
. v - i
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" Development of Alternative Forms .
- . Field test participants recommended at least three alterations of the

calleds%nontraditional" programs, presumably thodse that-utiii;e'off-campus&
Anstruction, individuaiized teaching methods, academic credit for life experi- '
ence, and so forth. Although sdch programs are certainly perceived as a ’
problem to accreditation agencies, there is 1ittle evidence that the perce¥d
probiem.is related to*pOtentially abusive institutional conditions, policies,

and practices as measured by. the ISSF. Rather the problem seems to involve -
concern for quality -and appropriateness of the educational program that is

f\"basic‘ISSF ~ One alteration would involve addition of a separate form for so-,

offered relative to more traditiona] academijc standards While this concem,

if carried to ite extreme could represent a consumer protection issue, “the
ISSF is clearly not. designed to quantify judgments of educational programf
quality, per se. Until such time as there is evidence to the contrary, it
appears likely that the topics. on the'current ISSF-are aS'applicaSie to non- -
tradttional as to traditiona] programs . Therefore no need is seen for an
alternative form of this nature. - - ’
A seconp altera 1on .would involve creation of a separate form for stu-
'dents~and facu]tyt.“ his form waquld be designed to solicit gerceptions about
the’ cansumer protect n policies, practices, and conditions at an institution,
rather than factual information. Data from this form could he]p admmstrators
obtain an estimate of areas where student and faculty perceptions differ from
fact, with the purpose of doing a better job of information dissemination.
. ‘While this is clearly a.good thing to do, it is-probahly.not a high priority
. for either accreditation agencies or USOE. Should individual investigators
decide to follow up on it, they&weujd/do’Well to investigate the AIR Enro]]ed‘
~ Student Questionnaire -deve]oped in the anlier phases of this contract and
. contained in Jung, et al. (1977). - g . _
| A final alteration would invo]Ve the selection of a few- high]y discrimi-
nating ISSF items to use either as'a short screening device by institutions
-and accreditation agencies or as a brief ISSF verification too] byaevaluation ,
teams. AIR staff,have already carried out some preliminary investigations
which suggest the feasibility of an abbreviated form. Its actual development
and validation should represent a high priority for both USOE and 1nd1v1dua1

accreditation agencies t
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AN Application in Ditﬁerent Ci rcums tances ,
) 4 Some participants in the field test. observed that the ISSF would be. more
'_ appropriately used with proprietary schools and vocational- technical institu-

tions than with the degree-granting institutions that participated in this
N/field test. There is no doubt some merit to this observation especially 1n
“that AIR's previOus studies (e.g. .y %gng, et al., 1977) have shéwn that the
. abuse” potential in proprietary and occupationally oriented schools is higher’
“than in public, n0n-prof1t -and academically oriented 1nstitutions A closer
100K at these results, houever, shows: that there was some abuse potential in
i every institution visited regardless of its type. A more reasonable conclu-
sion seems to be that the current ISSF is*appropriate for: application at any
type of 1nstitution although this study did not test its utility to spec1al-
ized accreditation agencies that aCCredit mainly proprietary schools (e.g., -
-~ « . NATTS, AICS). The applicabqlity to these agencies would of course -depend on
~ their willingness  to utilize the form; this willingness should be determined
by USOE'as soon as possible. X ~ : K L
‘ The most troublesome aspect of\the ISSF system revealed in the field
: test was clearly the difficulty experienced by site evaluation teams in
_=verifying the "official" ISSF. It may very well be true ‘that verification . _
of “one more thing" on top of an already highly compressed~51te v151t schedule v
'may be counterproductive Maeeover, there is reason to believe that the maJor )
'”_value of the ISSF in. suggesting chgnges in 1nst1tutional pol1c1es practices,
and conditions occurs during the self=study process. ‘fhe 1nvolvement of the
ffevaluation team may bé superfluous in many casgs. ~ On the other hand, relative
to the other self-study areas often validated by v151t1ng teams, it would seem
. that student consumer. protection is equally or even more important Accredi-
*tation agencies sh uld thus consider the addition of the ISSF as a part of
- their formal sife visit checklist, with either the addgtion of more site
* visitors or more time for the site visit to concentrate on validating at

, least_a small selected portion of the ISSF.

-
-

T

~~

L »Technical Additions to the System
.The. ISSF and its current User Guide (Appendices A and. B) could clearly
fﬂfbenefit from the addition of more eéxtensive normative data to help ariswer the
question, "What does a score of this magnitude mean?" The skimpy existing.
norms are derived from the 37-institution IRF field test conducted 1in 1976; -
unfortunately, Qhese are the only normative data availeble -USOE and any
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actreditation agencies consider1ng wider use of the ISSF in a forma] sense X
'shoul preface this use with the collection -of normative data on at Jeast .
: 30c1nst1t ions, using the widest possib1e range of 1nst1tutlons, 1nclud1ng
;(1) some known to be in financ1a1 difficu]ty because of declining enro11ments,
'-(2) some which, use. so~ca11eﬁ ~nontraditional” educati:ja] programs, (3) sorme |
- of propr1etary ownership, as’ well. as public and private, nonprofit and——
% (4) some from states with differ1ng state 1icensing requirements for private

: 1nst1t ions.
- I/}addition, ‘the User Guide cou1d benefit from the addition of (1) a
' fuller exp]anation of’ the var oustSSF topics and the intent behind each;
(2) a fu11er.exp1anation'of e 1tem‘we1ght1ng and scoring systém, including
-derivation of the weights; and (3) a fuller statement of the p051t1ve
| onditions-which‘represent the 1 'al toward which all institut1ons shou]d
ork. . S ' , : : ' ‘3'-,¢

ey q

a D1ssem1nation | ' ‘o | R oo
As with all contractor-produced educational products d1ssem1nat1on of
- the ISSF and its User Gu1de may ‘prove . tosbe a maJor snag to wider utilization.-
This is a natura] resu]t ,of the fact that, with the expiration of federal
’“fund1ng, the contractor staff (AIR s in this case) normally ceases its func-
: tioning as an advocate for the use of “the. product (the ISSF system, in this
~ case). To surv1ve, the contractor staff must move on to other projects, thus
-ﬁ{"pre-empting serious attempts to promote dissemination. ' L
o It is thus essential that USOE and the accreditation community assume
' respon51b;11ty for further dissem1nat1on and utilization of the ISSF system
) | Several spec1f1c steps can be taken immediately. F1rst\ USOE shou]d 1mmed1-"
ately make copies of the TSSF and User Guide ava11ab1e to- a]] 1nterested
' agencjes, institutions, and ind1v1dua1s Th1s ava1]ab111ty shou]d be .
announced as widely as possible, 1nc1ud1ng through the popular publpcat1ons
that concentrate on postsecondary educators, accreditation -agency newsletters,
» newsletters. of :the higher education associations; ‘and pub11cat1ons of student-~--
. " or{ented organizations Sec dary distribution might be accomp11shed through
' the ERIC System, the .Counci 1 on’ ostsecondary.Accreditatidn, and the Nat1ona1 R »
| Student Education Fund. o X R e "\
‘ Second coptes of this report sho 1d.be made ava11ab1e to major state - -
L 'y'7and federal govérnmenx poltcy.makers that exerc1se various recognition
L &:', responsibiltties for accred1tat1gn.agencies Agenc1es w1111ng to utilize the
R S <L - \/\\
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ISSF on a formal basisvshould receive official encouragement‘andssuppOrt,

,including possible suspension of certain regulatory student consumer protec-

“tion requiremeqts on fully accredited institutions, subject of course to
_feinvestigation d negative sanctions 1f evidence of actual student abuse 1s

- provided- through consumer complaints. It wpu]d be especiai]y importapt for. "

outside observers of . the accreditation process to be disabused of the yntrue

'assertion that accreditation agencies are unaware of or unihterested in

student consumer protection concerns.
_ Findlly. accreditation agency personnel themselves should take the
initiative to disseminate the ISSF to member institutions and initiate steps

;necess??;'to make student consumer protection an integra] and forma] part of |
‘the: accreditation process : : N

3
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by a retioneie, expiaining the thinking. behind the questions that section.
~ Some indfvidual questions aiso heye rationales ‘For each section, first read ¢

. the rationele. then proq'pd to scare your institution on each of the 1tems by
. checking the appropriate box or: boxes. and. recording the. score for that box
in the column to the right. Following is a sempie‘item iliustratino the »
. correct procedure. ' i o : -

This self-report form contains nine sections Eech ;3;:135 is introduced-

‘L.

1. Is teaching competency systematiceliy evaiuated at your institution?

Mark one response v, L %
“No v Yes . . o T “etghts
N R T e

Some questions call for Just one response~and some for a series of responses

, To total your score for each topic. add all the scores which have been A

. listed for that topic in the column. and record the sum in the space provided
‘at .the end of the section Directions and a form for computing your overall
score are provided on a page at the beck The menuai accpmpdﬁring_this form o
_ rovides guideiines for interpreting oth your topic score and overeii insti- Vef
tutionvscore . 1’ ‘ : L ‘<\\\'.}'
o Occesionaily you may encounter tems to which meaningful responses are "
difficult "Not Appiicable" options are usueily provided in these cases. It
is important that you. attempt to answer every question. -If you-cannot fairly
respond to one ‘of the’ options provided, omit that Ttem and provide‘a birief

o reason for the omission in the” “Additionei Comments" section at the end of

the form Omitted items ere neither weighted nor inc]uded in the scoring
‘.ui : - s l.. o .ﬂ

. . N N N . - . .
A - . SN,
o . . oo X o K] Sve
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.
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L STUDENT RECRUITING POLICIES AND PRACTICES
Rationale for thie topic: Onme muthod being used more fchucntZy to inorease
cnrotlmnﬂts 78 tntcnatf%ad reoruiting. Unfatr recruiting practtacs may ocour

‘ when thca, mmslcad%ng, or unaubetantzatcd olaims are made, whether or not:
this te tntcnttanal. All institutione which, uge the mail publtc media, or

Co make parsonal aontacte with potential atudents in attemptzng to attract

'ff'* - enrolZces should be aware that certain specific practices (which are in fact

. zZlagaZ in a number of etates) involve a potential for abuse. The Chief

Ebcautcvc Officer of'an inatztutton should ‘be rcapanatbtc for the recruiting

ﬂinctzaes of that znstztutton If.rearuztcng is aarrmed out. umthaut thqf

af?iaer 8 review, capaatally by persomnal who stand to gain fram tnoreaaed
cnrellmcnt therc t8 a hzghcr probabzlzty that queetcanable praatzces usif

| rnault.

1} Does your institution use the fol]owing techniques 1n attracting
app11cants for admission? Mark one.response “for each lettered

. item.
: Nb “Yes’

4

S ,- . a. Contract1 ng wi th a private recruiting f1rm or- consul-
' ' . tant organization, or. employing individuals ‘to-
R - stimulate enroliments, when all or any part of the
A : .\V, payment is contingent on the number of resu1ting |
B applications for admission.”

,b. Classfified ads in the "Help Wanted" section Qf the
. newspaper, not for job§ at the insgitution but to
obtain applTEZ%ions for admissaon i

c. Competitions: .or contests des1ghed OnIy to £timu1ate
appTications for admission.

Published or oral testimonials or endorsements by
‘persons.who did not attend this 1nSt1tut10n.

e. Offers of limited time discounts on tuition charges, :
' room and bgprd charges, etc. o o ;
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2. Does your institution make the following statements in any of its
. recruiting offorts? Mark one response 'for each lettered item.

No Yes ~

O] [E -a. Completing- the education or training offered at
this institution is 1ikely to lead to employmeni
.without accurate supporting data.

o] (2 b. Completing the education offered at “this institution

. - s 11kely to, lead td admission te graduate or

. ( grofessional schoo], without accurate supporting

o N ata -, .

[6] E] «¢. There are ties or ‘connections between this insti-

o tutfon and specific employers which will result in

special employment considerations for graduates,
when this is not the case, .

F E  d scholarships or other forms of no-cost financial
- assistance are available, when in fact none have-
been awarded ‘during the past year..

| '[Z] e. The educational program at this insti tution is
R superior to the educational program offered at
competing institutions. 50

[0 [ f, Recognized experts or other types of well-known
® . persons are on the undergraduate teaching faculty,

. . N -

- .when they have no undergraduate teaching respon-
_ ;sibilities C '

2

3. Does a responsible édministrative officer of your institution ’

© review recruiting materials before they are used? Mark one L
response R , ST
O Nes

(2] . Some or most of them.

@ An of them.

: Rationale sz' 'Jltém'el 4 and §: Ihth a shrtnktng pool of students
available for enro’LZment‘, reamzttng pmcfnces may tend to ezpand to
Ffiil the wvacwum, - If the Zzne d'x.mdtng fair fram unfmr praattces L
has been aaref'ully ‘thought: out and written down in advance, abusive
practices can usually be avoided.. Such guzdeunce partzcula.rly need
to be brought to i‘;ha full attentz.on of recruiters. :

ﬂlr,




»

.p Does your 1nst1tut'lon follow a wr‘lt;gg pol'lcy wh'lch governs all
rocru:lt'lng practicos? Mark g_ra _*rosponso for each ‘Iottored item.

...l ' l % V Y.! v I e v"-"~v4 f;y,,
1f ,y;a filled in "No" to ftem. 4 above, skip 1tom 5 and go on to
item 6. o —~ _

5. Doos your 1.nstf1tu't._'1on's written rocruiting policy Spoc'lvfy_‘thg:.
following items? Mark one response .for each lettered {tem.
No- " Yes o ,

 [@ (@] a-. A code of ethics which proh'lb'lts Sertain recruit-
oy _ ing practices. .

| . N

2] b. A requi nt that prospective students talk to a

_ ' - staff membér of the.institution before enrolling
[6]

(el
[0] c. The completion of an enrollment agreement sfgnod k
' ' by an institutional staff member and the applicant
| » R . .that describes all costs, payment requirements, |
i L _ and educational services to be provided by thg
R : : 1nst1tut10n i . ‘
o ) Ratwmle for im 8 If an tmtttutian haa an eaaentially "apcn"
T admt ‘policy, it should also have remedial serviaee to asedet
.t | l'bwdm%u mth epcotai\mcda ‘Patlure to dvo 8o may be’ takv:ng u:nfdfr
advantagc of acrtatn atudents under the pretme of gzm.ng tham an..
opportumty " . T N o
SRR R For students who are admitted under an'"open" admissions policy.;i
e . or who do not meet stated admissions requirements but are .
adﬁitted under a special admissions policy, are ‘the following
courses provided? Mark one response for each Iettered
- If your institution: does”not pragtice "open" admissions or does ;
7 ‘not. allow underqua11f1ed applicants to be admitted ~omit this '

.."'. .- | ‘ 1teﬂ'l. . . 7
No - Yﬁs | o o |
B [ a. Courses or sections offer'lng relnedial 'Instruct'lon
. . .. 1n basic English. ’
»" “[ZJ [@] b. Courses or sections offering remed'lel instruction
S - in mathematics. - -
=B O E) ;:. Spocial acadomc tutoring programs offering reme- _

dfal 1nst|:uct1on re?ated students' needs

| -*é;
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1L DISCLOSURE IN WRITTEN DOCUMENTS

Ra onalc for this topio: Lack of adequate disalosure by an matttution can bc
ntional or unintentional. If it is intentional and students are misled

ir detriment, the result may be cmm:darcd consumer frwd Much more

aamn are situations in whiah lack of adcquato diaalacurc 48 unintentional,”

am'l ctuduﬂ make important dqaiaiam based on faulty or no in.famatwn. AZZ
-{ngtitutions should, as ¢ routine poiicy, dicoldn oertain importait [aata, |
Doth ‘to prospestive students and already enrolled students. Students should

not have to ezert unreasonadble cffort to’ auk out these facts, which Lhould be
written alcarly. in plain English, and made raadz.ly available free or at a cost
rot to exceed the ocost of theip publicatwn 'Note that the items below do not

ask whether partioular conditions or services extst at the institution, “But
vhether theis cetatcncc or non-mstanae ie adcquatcly duaZaud in publie

daawncntc.

1.

)

Does your institution disclose 1hf°rm351°"ﬁ°ﬂ-the.foIIowing 1tehsfi
in its general catalog, bulletin, basic public information docu- ~
ment, or a combination of these? Mark one response for each

lettered mu

No Yes ¥
CH a.
@
] - c..
Eil ,. d.
@ .
| -[g' s

o M .-_rﬂ' g. An indication of when specific required courses

- mission and program objectives.
A jbrief: description of. the institution's

. -

-

Néme and address of 1nst1 tution.
Date of ppb'lication of the document

Institutional calendar 1nc1uding beginning and §
- ending dates of classes and programs; holidays &
‘and other dates of importance. - :

A statement of {nstitutional phﬂosophy or

sical facilities as related to the 1nstru¢- ;
fonal program. A :

n *accurate list of all cotirses actually :
ffered, or all subject areas actuany taught
\f separate courses do not exist

wﬂi norma'l'ly be offered

'~
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h: Educational content of each course, or of the
program i{f separate courses do not exist.

. 1. Number of hours of instruction in each course,
or in the program {f separate courses do not
exist, and length of time in rs, weeks, or

« months normally required for its completion.

J. An accurate 1isting of instructional staff
who_cprrently‘toach. - g

No such distinction exists (N/A).

k. An indication of the distinction bcﬁﬁecn‘ /
adjunct or part-time faculty and full-time
faculty. S

1. Policies and procedures regarding acceptabi-
.11ty or non-acceptability of credits from
other institutions. :

m. General.acceptability or non-acceptability by
other institutions of credits earned at this
institution. ) ‘

n. Requirements for- graduation.

0. Statement of certificates or diPlomas awarded
upon graduation. - - 3 : .

p.‘Statement'of degreés awqrded_upon;graduation:~

q. Data regarding numbers and characteristics of .
students who drop out of this institution -
before their graduation. R L

-I____;_ This institution has nb;underéraddate-occﬁpa- '

-~
®
"

]

A

~

‘ .

GEER B B B B @@

tional/professional preparation. proarams (N/A) .

(@] r. Data regarding the employment success of stu-
dents who graduate from this institution's_:
undergraduate occupational/professional

preparation programs. _
‘ This institution has no graduate occupat onal
.I' ~ .professional preparation programs - (N/A).

[O0] s. Data regarding the employment success :
of students who graduate from this institu-
tion's graduate occupational/professional

. preparat'lon'program. S

t;'Grading system . o
Policies and rules relating to:
u. Excessive late-arrival for classes.
yV. -Absences. -
* w. Make-up work, -
x. Student conduct.
Y. Tbrnunatiqn/withdranal, .
' . Z: Re-entry after termination/withdrawal.

g
B .

B @
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2. There are often 1 Timitations or.requirements for
-employment in .certain occupations. Examb‘lcs'inc]udo medical or'
health requirements, professional 1icensing or certification
' nqui‘rmnts. additichal apprenticeships, ﬂ’thcr trafning by
employers, membership in or registration by a professional organi-

: zation, and so on. If your institution offers any programs to
-} prepare students for such occupations, are these limitations .
disclosed 1n basic public information document(s)? Mark one -
response. :
[5] Such standard legal 1 1m1t31:ans, or requirements are not
o disclosed. -
[¥] Such standard legal limitations or requiremnts are
' disclosed.

(0] There are no standard legal 1imitations or r-equ-lrements for
post-trainin loyment opportumt'les for students at ‘this.
1nst1tut1on ?N/ 4

3. If your institution lacks sgeciaHzed or grofessiona‘l course )
- agereditation which 1s normany required for post-training employ-

ment of students, is this lack disclosed 1n public 'Information
docunent(s)? Mark one response. __ -

(] The lack of speciald accreditatfon-1s.not discloséd.

(6] The lack of spec1al1zec{ accreditation is disclosed.

@‘ Specialized or professional course accreditation is not _
required for post-training employment of students who
complete courses of study offered at this institution, or
311 dourses requiring specialized accreditation are so )

' accredﬂ:ed (N/A).

B3
B

~

-
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4. Doas your institution provide accurate descriptions of the avail-
ability and extent of the following student services in its basic
publiic information document(s)? Mark one response for each

" Jattered item.
' servicé of this type exists at this

No Yes
- , : ‘ nstitution (N/A).

(@1 ([©] -‘d. Housing facilities.
(@] [ e. Parking facilities.

0 @ dij a. Job placement service or assistance.
~ @ @ @ b. student counseling for academic and personal
.problens.- .
(] [ [ c. Food service facilities (excluding vending
/} machines).
s

: / .
5. 0Does your institution provide accurate descriptions of the

follow*lng institutional conditions or procedures regarding the
award of degrees? Mark one response for each lettered item.

No Yes '
No State agency exists for this purpose (N/A).

(@ [ [ a. Recognition or lack of recognition by & State
- agency as meeting established educatipna]
standards for granting degrees.

' @ b. Scope and sequence of required courses or
- subject areas in each degree program.

There is no transfer between departments and/
. or colleges (N/A).

[2] [ [@] c- Requirements, policies, and procedures re-
- garding transfer between departments and/or
colleges within tEE ?nstitution

&
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Ehttonal‘ for items 8 and 7: With ricing‘ooacc,rinarcaccc in fees
are unavotdable. suf ases_ should be made known well in
advanoce to all atudcntc wham thcy wtll affect. '

6. Are incrﬂnscs in any studcnt fees exceeding $50 currently
planned for the next year? Mark one responsae.
No Yes This institution chargos no student fees (N/A)

0] O

If you filled in "No“ or "N/A" to item 6 above. skip item 7 and

9o on to item 8.

' Rationale for item 8: There are many types of approval and acoredi-

' or progran they attend. The exact nature. of an tnatttutton 8

)

7. Are the planned fee increases disclosed in writing to all
students and prospective students.to whom they might apply?

Mark one response. - ,
No ~ Yes '
L] L -

tation with which students are generally unfaniliar. thcrthclaas,
thctr Ffuture. may be affected by the type cnjaycd by the institutiom

dpprovaz or aacradztatzan should be made clcar to 411 prospective ST
and enrolled s nta Speatal care 8hould be exercised to-ineure
that mambershtpa in organzzattans are not listed so as to umply
that the tnatttution has been tnapccted and approved by theaé:
organtzattona

8. Do the public representations of your institution clearly indi-
. cate (and distinguish between, where applicable) institutionai :
. accreditation, institutional memberships in ‘professional organi-i
zations. specia]ized or,ProfessionaI prograni accreditation. ;
" State VA-approving dgency course approval, and State 1icensing
and approval? Mark one- ﬁisponse.

No - Yes. N/A

B & @

40
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m. ‘~_REPRESENTATION OF CURRENT
APPROVED OR A@CREDHED s'rATUs‘-.

v 4 -

pmvate aoomdttatwn, gmd any pend-mg gfgal actions.

.of the instztuman to’ dt’aalaae and. not to msrepresent thts information.
: repreeentctwn may cause ef:udenta to belwve an mstztutwn has' been evaluated

L

| and ig completely appraved when in’ j’act thzs i8 not the caae. .

~
- : B i

. '§. - v
o 4 .

1. Is your 1nst1tut'ion currently on susgension, probation or some
other form of 1imitation or sanction for noncomp]iance with

designated standards by any of the fol]owing government agencies?
Mark one response for each Iettered 1tem._. . . :

No / Yes . R,
"['_0:] . a. A 1ota1"g‘0vérhhient agency’{ for examp]e, Qo umer
E] Protection Agency, Distrfct Attorney, etc.’\.,
. E b A State goverrment -agency (for.example, State
Approv1ng i)r Licensing Agency, Attorney General ’

etc.).
E] P_:l c. A Federal government agenci (for example, Federa]
~Trade Commission,. Department of Hea]th ‘Education,
_ _ and’ Nelfare, etc ). . \7-
. e | o .

If you fiﬂed in "No" to all of the above opt1ons sk'Ip 1tem 2 and
goontoitem3 _ S .

«

———

CoEy

2. Is the fact that ‘the 1nstitut1on 1s" under some form of Hmitap
, . tion(s) or. sanction(s) pubHc]y disclosed in writing to all
~ _ current enronees and appHcants? Mark one response.

No* Yes e *

\_/

o N

Eauomlc for thz.a tapw Studénga should be accuraﬁgly mfarmed about the o
, pmgrmsWh mgar¢ra_5tate appmual, —

It ig’ the respanszbzlzty

Mig=
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3. Is'your 1:§?itutfon cUrrehtiy on suSpeﬁsion,qprobation; or- some,
other form of l1mitation or sanctfbn for noncomp11ance W1th desig-
nated standards by ‘any 1nst1tutiona1 or professional accreditatior
agency wh1ch is recogn1zed by the U S. Comm1ss1oner of’EduéSfTbn
or the. Counci] on Postsecondary A‘treditat1on7 Mark one response

-Nblsz Yes" ' This fnstitut1on is ‘not’ accred1ted (N/A)

m._f—?—'---@m R

N . i#_-

. | and: go on to the next ‘'section, Refund Polic1es and.Practices.

If you f111ed in "No” or “N{A" to item 3 above,,sk1p the next item

-

* . &~

v A

q. Is the fact that the institution is under some form of 1im1ta-' .
--tion(s) or sanction(s) publicly disclosed in writing to a11
‘ current enro11ees_and applicants?- Merk:one response.

No = Yes B ‘ S T .
. o . R »A"._' . ~ . . v v‘l-v' ’ '. »»’t" .
CE . R . . . " .
By I 3 U T
‘o ; C < i L . . ‘7 2 T o 177' . . N "‘4‘ }
-~ .. T .
) \/
/’)
4o
c v
IS
e -
.
.
-
\
3
..
”
: |
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Rat&anale for thu tapw.g Instatutwmzl fm. ‘ e"t‘o reﬁmdtuitwn and -bther |
: ;fus colleated - m advcmce 8 ane af tha most \oji

- causes of ‘student oamplaznt.s

. It is recogmzad thézt metztutwns are auetszd wi regmnng adva;ce tm.twn =8
L and ,f'ee paymente ‘and: in z'etam‘mg a'portion of theee paymants to cover praaess-mg .
: 3"costa. : ﬂomver, it i8 gemmlly agreed that all mstztutwns (a) ahouZd have a:_'
3 wrztten r@#hnd’palzcy tatzng clearly when and under what condztzans refunds will
" be grcmted ehochDmke timely refunde to. students who abidé by atated msfn-
O tution paucy, and (o) should make the policy available to all atudenta in E
f':"‘advance af theu- attendanca at the mstztutwn. S

L 1. Does your institution require students to pay or otherwi e obli- 55
’ e gate themselves to pay _‘1 of the f‘ollowing fees or; charges |

. S 'before enroﬂment or class attendance? Ma / one respo e for =
SO - each. Pettered item.. '; L S AREU IR ‘ TR
4 ""',.'No s l——— ggtsggh&eﬁs or charges exist at th S, 1nsti -"-_.

.a Resident: (in-State, ete. ) tuition r tuition .
T "Tgenerally a,pplicable to all stud nts. o

_f' ' b ’-an-resident (out-of-State, etc. tuition or

E_IHEI- aa ;.f

SRR tuition paid only b_y certain grou S of
S R .StUd* LA
@ ' @ ¢. Room and board charges or deposits.
- o [g'_'] El d.~.Application or registration fees exceeding $,50
o] - [0] e. Other: required fees exceedihg $50 (excluding
e booksi. ' ,
If you marked "No" or "N/A" to. aH the options above, skip the
-;foHowing three. items and go .on to the next section, Instructiona]
' _Staff Evaluation and Stabi 1ity :
2. Does your institution have a- wri tten refund policy. regarding all
those fé?s for which “Yes" was checked in item 1? Mark one ;
7 response. ,-‘ RTINS ' |
S '_'« " No ~Yes' o
o B




‘.*.' - .

L]

If yau fi]Ted in’ "No“ to item 2 above, ‘skip the fol1ow1ng two ~1
-items and go on to the . next section. Instructional Staff Evalua- )

*\tion and Stab111ty

.. . e
o

-

33.4 How is the written réfund policy made ava11ab1e to students?
) Mark one response for each lettered 1tem. : '
. No ' Yes o ‘

o a. It is made avaiTab1e for pub11c 1nspectton at the
e 1nstitution. ..

b. Itfis printed in the 1nst1tution s general cata]og
or bulletin.

It s d1str1buted to all enro]Ted students (free or
at 'a cost not exceedlng $2).. . 0 ,

’.d. 1t is distributed to all prospect1ve students (free
. er at a cqst not exceed1ng 52) . o

Bl BB*
/'E_"-B 88

w -~

3 . o T, .
Ra‘zonale fbr etem 4:, There are aspecta of'a refhnd poZecg whzch .
ffare désirable fbr all znstztuteons wﬁzch coZZec* fees in advance

Students need ta knaw when tney quaZz,y fbr a refund and how'they miist
. .apply for it Also, students should be sable. to assume trtczt znstztu—-» |
iq ﬁ@zons will process valzd-refund requesta wzthzn a reasonable period.
| Qf time. Ihs*z*utzans should avoid Zarge nanrefhnd&ble applzcatzon or

D processtng JFees, and should never agsess such. fees without ampZe
adJance notzce to studbnts.

4. Does your institut1on S wr1tten refund po11cy c]ear1y spec1fy the
foIIOW1ng 1tems7 Marklone response fdr each 1ettered 1tem

A

5] [@] a. Those fees and charges which are not refund-
: - able.. -
:Ej' : - b. A]]zcbqgitions ‘which students must meet to
- - ‘ﬁ/' © . . obtain refunds. oL .
Lo o B X[E]) 7Y e, How to properly appTy for- a refund. ; e
| | —This institution collects no tuitig %

advance (N/A).

o . . R
2] [ [ d. A tuition refund formula by which students pay
S . . on]y for the fnstructTOn made avaiiable to -

& J 4

c .. A *
R - A-14.




Lo No Yes .o i A TP
R 5 RO Y [T % Any non-refundable appl'lcat'lon ﬁrocessing fee
oL eoe v or other type of non-refundable student fees
L AT ~ ‘exceeding $100. - .
0T mE) @ . A time initation not exceed'lng 40 days L
R L -, between receipt of a valid refund request and
R the 1ssuance of a rjfund c

.-,1,1'
el T

s .. °

s

]
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“1.,]Is‘teach1ng competence (no matterihow'evaiuated) inc1uded'as one :

el iR e s L e e T o )
B BT S - o L i D SR I ',‘] . R N 4

¥: B nary BvALnTN i gesaeior

. -
A B
- P ~

Rhtianale fbr thta tapic Uwquazzf%edsand unmotzvated staf?'provoke many _
atudent compZaznta Cartatn steps, part‘wu}arly m the form of atructured
studhnt evaluatzon, can be taken to evaZuata and zmprove ingtructional ataff .
qnd should bﬁmud out as a matter of poZ-wy ‘Furthermore, one of the
moat dceturbtng czpersencss for etudbnts 18 the turnoder of instructional
stqff during a aourae, resulting in a Zaaa of eeeentcal aonttnuity Ebceaszve
etafT snatabzlzty should be avozdbd zf‘at -all poaazble.r . : '

s
N ? -~

4.

criterion in the forma] sa1ary and/or tenure and/or ranl*rev1ew

policies 9f your 1nst1tution? Mark one response.

" No - Yes . ‘This institution has no -institution-wide
- PEET. salary/tenure/rank review policies, These,
e _ r_-o-l ) m decisions are left sblely to .the d'lscretion of
- the individual departments or other academ1c
. programs (N/A). ,

.2.. Is teaching competence systematica]]y evaluated by the fo]Iowing

%roups at your instit ion? Mark one response for ‘each 1ettered
. .

~ No. - Yes . | | ' . 4
B 1 a Ey administrative staff of the same department or B
a 4 ~ program, .
[Z] ' [@] b. By.other 1nstructiona1 staff of the same department
| . or program, - N .
‘. [@ <. 8y students. :
- [ [@ d. By graduates of. this institution.
. [. [ e. By instructional staff self-ratings.

-

) i

1 1f you f111ed in “No" to “By students" in item 2 above, skip the
fo]]ow1ng two items and go on to item 5. -

'.d3. Are student evaluations of instructiona] staff members conducted

i

on a. regu]ar bas1s (for example, yeariy, at the end of. each Courseq
Awetc )? "Mark one response. -
No Yes ‘

oo

- A-16°
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I you filled in ”No“ to item 3 above. skip the following item and

go on to item 5. A - _ : ,

' 4 ‘Does the system'gf/evaluation«of"instructors by students ingclyde
" the following provisions? - Mark one response for each lettered '

item. -
- No Yes © . < -
O @ e Anonymous student responding,
M e b:'ObJective student responding (for example. on

nachine scordd’ answér ‘sheets).

Z;'va}::tions of all reqularly appointed faculty
ghem rs. .

J o There are ng adJunct faculty members (N/A)

y .[:] d Evaluations of all adjunct faculty ‘members .
{Zj Ill (for example,.tEﬁioragy appgintments}. :-.gﬁ

L

o During the previous calendar year, “how often- did an unscheduled
. permanent change of. instructor occur after instruction had begun
(for reasons. other than_ i1lness or: death of the original _

', instructor)? Fill in the number, if none, enter as zero. T

_ '/ Number of times | | - o

c -

6. The number “in item 5 above represented what percentage of the
total number of instructors teaching during that calendar year? a
Mark one response. if none, enter as- zero. ‘

k .

‘[0] ' Zero.
. [ Less -than one percent |
R E] .One to two percent. . P
"--J/ -..Efj , .Three5to five percent, E
/ : ) "Six or more percent. =
'//" Lo Z. During the’ previous calendar year, did __y_unscheduled permanent
/»" | change of instructor occur in the same course or subject area
- " twice or more often after instruction had begun? Mark one

iy response. S N :

"No . Yes

E :

A-17
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i 2. Does this institution have a written pqiicy for maintaining, or

"1 ‘Are individuai student records maintained which contain. the

Rationqle foru tlus top-w Instttutwns wh‘wh do not mamtqa.n acacpecble studcn

“records makeé. it c:ctrmly dz.ffwult for ourrent and former students to abtazn |
 them vhen needed. Moreover, if an -mstztutwn closes, Zaok af a record mmten
| -ppZicy aan aquac grcat maonvmem and wcn abuec of current and former stude

. - <

" following items? - Mark one response for .each lettered 1item.

- No Yes, No fees are charged by this institution (N/A)
Y S

2 0. . 9] | a. Totai {ees paid by the student

= .6 - ‘b Courses taken and compieted or. subject matter

couered by the student. -

No internships or supervised practice are .
offered by this institution (N/A) .

d -0 T c. Internships or other ‘forms of supervised pro- |
T -fessional practice. - :

Z] ' ' d. Academic credits, grades, or indicators of - B
’ satisfactory progress earned by the student. / :

_No. financial aid is offered by this institu-
] “tion directly (N/A). : /B

[Z] l'_6] @ e. Financfal aid awards, including Toans, re-
ceived by thd student direct]y from the insti-
. tution.

E] @ f. Bases for demonstration of: (a) student s
E] . e1igibi1ity for financial aid and (b). caicu-
lation of award.

{Z] |_'_5:] ¥ - g. Identification of officers who determined each
_student's e]igibi]ity and caicuiated his/her
award

.
"

i

“arranging for maintenance of, ‘individual student access to records
. for a period of at least five years in, the event of :;)e institu-

“tion's closure or change in ownership? ‘Mark one response.  \
No Yes - '. - S ct :‘
0o,




o

.

—

Lol ' g \ v . a2 ) . . :
‘Rationale. for items 1 and 2: Institutions Zackirig\ advigsory bodies

and tecimolagy in busmcss, industry, and goverwment, and in eo doing

'>¢pprapnatotothe training. | - , .

_ occnPATtONAIJZPROFESSIONAL -PREPARAnoN'PRoqms_

Ratwnalc for this topw . There i no intent in. thta scatwn to du'cthy
_gaugc the quality of an mtztuiwn's tnatructwnal pragram The intent is -
rather to gathcr deamptwc indicators of pmcf:wu which ave vi
uacnmz for the maintenance and improvement of quality. In the accupattanal/
profuawnal prcpmtwn program area, students (and employers) gemerally
‘ézpect tratmng to result in ccrtm.n apmfw outoancs, particularly in tema .
of quahﬂaatzm -and aboZitus nccoaam-y to enter a given oacupatianal ftcld.
'If thc mstwutwn does not ‘take dcfmzte atepa to see that these outcomes
_are achiev by its grm:luatea, it ie in danger of malpractice. Although

there ie definitive catalog of such steps, practices about' which there is
-consensus a.m n'btad bolow " Omit this on if your zmmtuozon _has no

tend to tnaulatc themselves and their curricula from current praoctices

they Jeopardua ‘the chances of theu- at'udenta f‘ar pZacmant in Jobs

e

i._ Does your institution maintain and utilize advisory conmittee(s)
' on curriculum content and equipment? Mark one response. '

4

E ~ No. R '  :
- [Z] - For some of the occupational/professional preparation pro-
. gram areas offered at this institution.

Eq] For-all occupational/professional. preparation program areas -
offem' at th‘ls 1nst1tution.

Wt

If you filled in “No" to item 1 above. skip 1tem 2 and go on to
| 1tem 3. _ . , , ,
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2

2," Do these: committee(s) incdtde representatives of poﬂ'ﬁtial
' employers? Mark one response. '

;_:” ]  Ne.

For some of the occupationa]/profeSsiona] preparation pro- '

I

Qﬁ?',“_”»- oo gram  areas offered at this Anstitution..
. o} For all occupational/professional preparation program areas
IS : offered at this institutio S

. 3. Do all of the occupational/professional prepi—3f10ﬂ probrams in.

your institution possess Eecia?ized[grofessional accreditation,

if it is a requdrement for the empioyment of graduates in those’
occupations or professions’ Mark one response.

No. ~ Yes ,____Specialized/professional accreditation . is not

required for any position in any upation or
profession for which this institution provides

preparation (N/A)

& BB &

4._’Do\a1l of the oqcupationa]/professional preparation programs in

- your institutgfn provide training in_the use of basic ) |

- tools and eggigment. if 1t is a requiremeht for the empioyment of

*%" _ a3 graduates in those occupations or profe551ons? Mark one response.

No Yes Training in the use of basic tools. and equipment
S is not reguired for any position in: any occupa-»
B — 51 g -tifon or profession for which this inst:tution
- ks 2] l_. provides preparation (N/A) )

5. Do all of the occupational/professional preparation programs in
your institution provide for internships and/or supervisedkgrac-s
tice on theoi__ if they are required. for the employment of
graduates in those ocgupations or professions? Mark ggg.response;

No Yes e___Internships an or supeirrvised practice on the,
: - Jjob are not ired. for any position in any

_ E] @ - Ea-] - occupation or profession for which this insti--
| tution provides preparation (N/A). -

1. "
i S
Ed -

& et pe20




Do aii of the occu ationa]/professional ‘preparation programs in

your institution provide for internships and[or supervised prac-
tice in simulated job situatidns, if they are required. for the
employment of graduates in these occupations or professions? Mt

| one response.

No  Yes. ._..Internships and/or supervised practice in. simu- .

L lated~job .situations are not required -for -any

1 (o] {o] Position in any ocgupation or profession for
- : which this institu ion provides preparation (N/A)

‘Po a]l of the occupationai/professional preparation programs in

:your institution Provide for instruction on_topics neces ary f
A State or_professional certification in‘this State, if certifica-_
. tion is a req '

for the emp
occupations or professions? Mark

nt of graduates in those: *

_No", Yes ~State or professional certification dn this .

'State is not required for any position in an
E:] [:] {2] - occupation or profession for which this inst
tution provides prEparation (’/A) .

LR

-

Does your institution require reviews of the relevance and time- -
1iness of all of its occupational/professional preparation curri-
cula and instructional equipment at’ least once every.two years? ,

-Mark one response
No Yes

E] ]
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VIII. CAREW“ PLANN]NG AND PLACEMENT SERVIC&
AND FOLLOW UP OF GRADUATE

. . . L. .. . '
[ ) . i

aE Ratwml‘ fOP thu topw Tuo related topwa are aqtuauy eovered here. If
R matztutwns do nat claim to offer career planming and pZacemcnt servics or

‘_asnatmac, it ie of- dourse not mandatory that they do so. If such aseiatance

- i8 offercd it should comat of certain esaentidl. semqea. Regardlass/'of
whather or not placmnt assistance zé offeréd, Follow-up of graduates and

 alumi ie’ eénntzal as a}mthod fqr evaZuatmg the relevance and efféctivenscse |

y : '.,‘.of an znstztutwn g,.educatwnat program. Sampling and new faZZou-up tech?nqua
- make auah studies a po’snbzuty for aZZ ingtitution.

& .

+
Id

'l Does your 1nst1tut*lon state that it offerg placement services or
- s’* _ other assistance to students in finding Jobs or planning caréers?

Mark one response.? , : ? A

If you f1Hed 1n “"No". to 1tem T above, skip item 2 and go on to

1tem3. - /

- ot N -
- l . -
- - -
- .
- ) L]
» v ¢
: Bt R A
-~ [ ] /\’ ' +
)
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Rationale for item'3: With the efficiency of modern sampling and
follow-up techntqucs even lack of a large budget i8 no reasaqbfbr
not trytng to collect some data on employment success, the ultimata
desired autoamt of cccupational and professional preparation programs.

. 3. Does your institution systematically coIlect.data'on the employ-
~ _ment success (however defined) of persons in its occﬂbat1ona1 and,
- or professional preparation programs7 Mark. one response for each

letterea ftem. - o : : -

. 80 VYes - his‘instﬁtution currently has no occupational
or professional preparation students or
- graduates. (N/A).

& ] [:j a. Former students who did not graduate.

s e L_J [:] b. Rece?t graduates (within one year of gradua-
. ' tion). | .
ﬁfT f_T [_7 c. Recent graduates (from one to five' years of
graduatfon) )

4. Does your 1nst1tut1on systematica]ly collect data on the success
of 1ts graduates in obta1n1ng admission to graduate or profess1ona1
training programs? Mark one response

No Yes This institution current]y prepares no students
I for graduate or professional tra1ning .

5. Does-your"idstitution'systematiCa11y collect data on the numbers

/y .and characteristics of.students who drop out of the institution
~~ at the time they leave or soon thereafter? Mark one reSpohse.

. .
. ® .o

_ . -,

E)

»

%] No, or only sporad'ica]'ly.

"[Z] " Yes, for all students enrollied in occupational and/or
professional preparation programs or majors.

0;  Yes, for.all enrolled students regard]ess of program or major

=

-

53 |
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Rationale for item 2: Genuine placement qgs;atance or semvice
performs at least the minimal functions of'job pZacemant‘ibontacttng
. prospective empZoyegg regardtng posaible openznga), traiqﬂﬁg an gob-
- seeking and mainternance skzlla, and 3chedultng interviews fbri _
. students, - for both part-tcmu and fhll-tuwe Jobs. Career pZann!‘g
agsietance should znclqde oounseltng, testtng, and reeourc!) apd . e
._ activities designed to familiariae atudﬁnta and. gradhatas ptth career

L4

and educational opportunctzes.' SO _ .
2. Does the career planning and p}acement assistance offered by your

. instigution include the fol]owing aspects? . Mark one-response for
" ,each nettered item. : :

oo No Yes o , ' e S,
7] [Z] a. A fee for ghe assistance. o
2] 0] b. Professional counse]ing for career p]anning and
T \ choice._
oL 2] .c. Testing to fac111tate personal assessment 1n’
Y s N relation to career opportunities. : ,
N NI d. A resource: center.which includes 1hfbrmatioq on
T " various career opportunities and educational and
. t(a1n1ng institutions: and programs. | -
[}],. e. Formal tra1n1ng in job-seek1ng and job holding
o . skills.
2] - . f Seek1ng out. and contactfng prospective émp]oyers

‘iabout potentia] Jjob .openings.

[o]
Ezjﬁi (o] g} Making job 1nténu1ew~appointments for 1nd1vidua1
- students:.
o] [z
[o]

- h. Referral to a commebgia1 p]acement service which
charges a fee:

i. Aasistance 1n finding a part time Job




Tattamla f&x item 3: With the eff-bctency of modernm smrpz'ang and -

- fol

-Up technzquea, even lack of a large budget i8 no reason for

not trying to collect gome data on employment succesgs, the ultimate

3.

' training programs? Mark one response.__

» desired outcome of occupatianatl' and professional preparation programs

L
Y

- ' e b _ .
Does your institution sys€§;at1ca11y collect data on the employ-
ment success (however defined) . of persons n" its occupational and
or professional preparatiog\programs? Mark one response for each
lettered item. - = -
No Yes This 1nst1tution currebtly has no. oocupationan
or professional preparation students-or -
- graduates (N/A). _ . &
] © [ ‘,'a. Former students who did-not graduate. ~

1 ©1 @ b. Rece?t graduates (with1n one year of gradua-
tion .

2] |'I_[ I'_T] c. Recent graduates (from one to five years of
' graduation) . ‘ |

Does your 1nst1tut10n systematical]y collett data on the success -

of its graduafes in obtaining admission to graduate or professiona]
.r- :

B

No Yes This institution: ieurrent1§ prepares no students
. J for graduate or profess1ona1 tra1n1ng.- :

" Does your 1nstitu§ion systematically co]leCt'daga on the numbersa

and. characteristics of students who drop out of ‘the inst1tution
at the time they leave or soon thereafter? Mark one response. .

. .". .
e . .
s e P -

AR

[*]  Neo, or only sporadicaﬂy.

- L EZ Yeés, for all students efiroljed in occupational and/or

.professional preparation programs or majorsc :

_ ; - Yes, _far 5{1 enrolled’students regard]ess of program*or majo
. <

Y _ s : . - '
BN Lt .



- | ‘hﬁu Zc fbr thiattapzc. It is very diffioult to either mcdauie or guard _
“ 'j °"~ ag::ﬁ firwtciaz matabslzty in a poatacaondary zneintutwn, a8 many regulatory -
X - bodiés have discovcrcd too late." Ebwcver, aertain praatzaca are more likely .,

‘ than others to ensure that in&itutwna do not close, leaving students mth no

' . way to obtain nther the in%tructwn they pai.d far dr a refund.
: ~

C - \ . . . - P )

1 a Is this a pub'lic]y-supported nstitution (that is, receives over
. 50% public funding)? Mark ope response.

| No'.Yes - . L

If you filled in "Yes" to 'Item 1 above, skip the following four-
Jems and go on to the Additional, ‘Comments page.

2.. .Are the central financial records and reports of ,ypur 1n$tii:u’éion i
IS : / §
regularl audited or inspected ast’ fol'lows? Mael one response for
each dered item. = - - - ', - -

* - No Yes - B
. - : : : , ‘M/;

a. Uncertified audit by an accounting firm.
.[]. b. Certified audit by an accounting firm.

a7 @ [ el 1 ection by a State regulatory or auditing
£, o E ) mg ‘e

E]ﬁ‘J [0]. d. Inspectjon b( a deerak{'egulatory or auditing < I
) — ~ agenty.{ N f o

| _ 3. Does your- instii'.ution have a retai ned™e eamings fund an endowment,
or other reserve of fynds or source of“income to pay operating

f ' expenses {nm: covered oy éurrent student. tuition rece'lm:s? Mark
e one"'iresponse. AR : FRoees (

- PN
. -

©NoYes T v ' SN




4: Do the f1nanc1a1 reporting practices of this institution rep t
) unearried tuition as assets, without 1nd1cat1ng an offsett1ng
'liability? ﬁark one .rgsponse. .
No Yes ]
e

deIinquent? Mark one response.-

-~ . " No .- Yes
. ‘ ' y
- [e]
N - M : .
-
- -
*a
4.
%
b
R -
o
“
‘ “ Y
~
4
3 .
i
- "
A

3 ) R
S

-
d . ‘ -
- w , 57\

e ) . o _—

Te ..




. ' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS A

Please ﬁr‘lte additional ;onmnts in t'he"spac_e beldvy. If you are commenting
on specific items, be sure to inqlude the section and ftem number,

| section and |-
Item Number ¢« Comment

T

i

t

H

1

t

t

1

1

1

1

N
' g

At 43.
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1
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. |

1

et

39
-




nﬂ\ | scoRe sweeT

Both. top!c scorts and overall 1n§f1tution‘scoras can be GOmputad on this
page. - To computar a topic score: .
“7 0 71, Write down the sum of weights recorded at the end of- each topic
| - 2. Divide each sum by the number of ‘{tems answered in that topic.

" Each number Tisted in the eights colimn (1nc1ud1ng -.zeros) represents o

an item. Mult1ply each quofient hy 500 This 1s the topic score
" To computa your overa]l institution score: | . \
1. “Add al] nine $ims of weights. .
2. Divide this sum by the total number of 1tems answered.
© . 3. Multiply this quotient. 6% 500. This 1s your overall score
The form_below can be,used. to make these computations ’ -

Al
.‘.M-‘

*ﬂ \3 TR f'\_  n= "\‘ Togfc chres

I | { S 2 _— e T e
: T — B T
CIXC S h ° ~

;', O!era11 Score \\/. .

(Sum of A1t . (Total Number of '.,'-'x‘- sob = Overall Insti-
!glg_ly_t_g) ,* - -1tems Answered) Y. gution Score

L4

- Toptd y (Msisnzz_s_a wg%) soomm

]
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‘TII]I (JALI!lBlEIl lPl;ALPJPUIIV(B AND l?l¢él(31§h!lﬂrﬂﬂP Eilﬂ!!\?l(?lﬂ!i

I AND FOLLOW UP OF GRADUATES , -
ji N B . 5 ¢? | N I |
Rati‘ar‘z,aZekfor this tgpio: Two related topios are actually covered hers. - If
‘inaéitutibns do not olaim to offer oaveer planning and placement service or
| | assistanoe, it 18 of course not mand&tory that they do g. If ’%ﬁé asgistance
] i8 affered it should oonsist of oertam essential services. Ragardleas of
whether or nat pbwaamnnt anazatanae t8 offered, fbllawbup of graduates and
‘alumt 48 caacntzaz as a method for evaluatzng the relevance and effectiveness
-  -of an ingtitution’s cduoatwnal program Sampling and new follow-up teohmquu
make such studies a poanbthty for all tnstitution. ' .

»

[4

~ 1. Does your 1ﬁstttution state that 1t'offers placement services or
}g other. assisggnce to studéents in finding Jobs or»p1ann1ng careers?

o Mark one response.
No « Yes , . s, ) N ‘ - '. -
-A N . - b .

\ | 1f you filled in “No" to item 1 above, skip item 2 and go on to
~ _| item 3. | § Cweh n . .

T

¢
O ; .
A




2. .Do these committee(s) ihclude qepresantatives of potential
.lployars? mrk one responsa. °

Bl  Ne. | o - ‘ |
; For some of the occupational/professionat preparation pro-
grmm areas offered at this- institution. - .

(o] For 311 occupational/professional preparation program areas
. -offared at this institution.

3.- Do all of ‘pe occupational/prqfessional preparation programs in

your institution possess gecia]ized[grofessional accreditation,

if 1t is a requirement for the employment of graduates in those
occupdtions or professions? Mark one response.

. No Yes_ .i____Specialized/professiona1 accreditation 1s not

" required for any position in any occupation gr
pro?ession for -which this ins tution provides

- B E Lof preparation (N/A)

4. Do all of the occupational/professional prepgration;proﬁrams'in f
- yodr institution provide training in the use of basic
-tools and equipment, if«it i5.a . rqquirement for thelemployment ot

gradqates in those occupations or profes‘sienszt Mark- one response.

+ - No Yes e Training in the use of basic tools and equipment
- “is not required for any pasition in any occupa-
: [:] Ei] tion or.lpo?ession for which this inst tution
[E] N provides preparation (N/A). . S

5.' Do ] of the occupational/professional preparation programs in“‘

" your institution provide for internships and/or sugervised prac-
' tice on the job, if they ‘are required for: the employment of

"_a S 'graduates in those occupations or professions? Mark. one response

‘No ‘T!;sl." Internships and/or supervised practice on the

. e Job are not required for any position in any
| m . é—_' occupation or profession for which this insti-
4 =4 -tution provides preparation {N/A) IR




' 1téms and go on to the next section, Ipstructional Staff Evalua-
. tion and Stabtility. . i%b— ‘ '
S N

3:"How is the written refundfpol1cy made available te\students?.
Mark, one response for each lettered item.

If you filled in "No* to Yeam 2 above{k‘lp the following two

a. It 1s made avai]able for public inspection at the
' institution.

It'is printed {in. the 1nst1tution s general catang
or bulletin.

c. It is distributed to all enrolled students (free or
’ at a cost not exceeding $2).

d. It 1s distributed to all prospective students (free
or at a cost not exceeding $2) _ ‘

A“E & B z
BEBEOA ;

. Rationale"jfor item 4: . There are aspects of a refund‘ policy which
are desirable for all institutions whigh collect fees in advance. . .
Studbnte need to know when they qualzfy for a refund and how they mugt
apply for it. Also, students should be gmble to aesume that institu-
tions will proceas valid refund requests within a reasona.bl-e pertod
of time. Institutions should avoid large nonrefundable applzcatz.an or
process-r.ng fees, and should never asséss such fees nntho# ample

bl -

,ad.:ance notice to students.

4. Does your institution's written refund po]icy c]early specify the
;fo]]ow1ng items? Mark one response for each lettered item.

No . Yes
[o,] a. Those fees and charges which are not refund-
: - able. ,
. E [ b. A1l conditions which students must meet to
t - - obtain refunds.
- Ed_" o] c. How to proper]y apply for a refund.

. : This institution co]]ects no tuition 1n
| advance (N/A). &

[Z1] [3] [@] d. A tuitiofrefund formula by which students pay
: o ~ only for the instruction made available to

them. , A ) ' ™\

o T A B2
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9] ~ - V. Absences..
T

(5]

JR1Y . y. Termination/withdrawal.
OF

v.£

'ﬁh;'EducationaT content of each course, or of the
program 1f separate courses do not exist.

1. Number of hours of instruction in eaph course,

~or _in the program ifgi@parate course$ do not.
- exist, and length of time in hours, weeks, or
months normally required for its completion.

. 3. An accurate iisting of 1nstructiona1 staff
‘o . who currently teach. . . _
B _ No such distinction. exists (N/A)

[fi k. An indication of the distinction between -
adjunct or part-time faculty and full-tfme

faculty.

.1. Policies and prdtedures regarding acceptabi-‘:
11ty or non-acceptability of credits from :

other 1n§t1tutions.

m. General acceptability or non-acceptability,_z
other institutions of credits earned at this

institution.
n. Requirements for. graduation.

. Statement of . cert1f1gates or diplomas awarded
upon graduation 5

p.iStatement of degrees awarded upon graduation.

q. Data regarding numbers and. chdracteristics of
-students who drop out of. this 1nst1tution

s

ST T T « efore their graduation. ,

This 1nst1tut10n has no - undergraduate occupa-‘
I tionallprofessional pPreparation. programs (N/A).

E:l_ [:]. r. Data regarding the employment. success of stu-

dents who graduate from this institution's
- ,undergraduate occupational/proféssiona1
preparation programs.

. —~This institution has no graduate occupatjonal/_
l_ professional preparation programs (N/A). .

@] - Jz] s. Data regarding the employment success
, of students who graduate from this institu-
tion's graduate occupatfonal/professional

- Preparation . rogram.
t. Grading sys

" Policies and rules relating to: .,
u. Excessive Iate-arrival for classes.

. W. Make-up work.
* X.” Student conduct. . o

s 2. Re-entry after termination/withdrawal.

v;' A‘33~‘;:3




B T SCORE SHEET °

' &
Both topic scous and oversl 1nst1tut1on scores~can be computod on this

pugc. To computcr a topic score.‘
1. Write down the sum of m1ghts recorded at tha end of each top1c.

2. Divide each sum by the number of items arswered in-that topic.

Each number 1isted in the weights column (including ieros)“represehts ‘”'

.an item. Multiply each quotient by 500. This {s thc topic score.
To compute your ‘overall institution score:
- 1. AR all nine sums of weights.
2. Divide this sum by the total numbar of 1tems answered.
3. MuTtiply this quotient by 500. This 1s your overall score.
The form below can be used to make these vcomputat'lom S )

-«

.'," .
Slh e
v

' Togic- Scores -

i_.'-[\ . . ':ngfl'c' (Sum of Héi*lg:‘hg'_ + Items Answgregl) x 800 = Topic Score\m

Vi1
- VIII
IX

T
ERRRRRN
ERRERNERR

* Qverall Score o .

- (Sum of Al1 (Total Number of . . o0 i  Overall Insti-
’ Weights) + Items Answered) ' - “tution Score

- X 500 . ,

’

e

e . - e . ) - (g
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Accreditation has a long and unique ni;tory-as‘a process for {mproving
{he quality of educationaI institutidns and programs. The essential components
of the accreditation process are se!f-study and pear review conductad Jn an ‘
atlosphare of heaithy criticism Recently. institutions of postsecondary .
education have come unddr increasing pressure to provide their students with .
better protaction fron potentiaily abus’ onditiong and practices which can
(11 nisiead students by creating higher axpectations than areiparranted.
' (2) endanger students' opportunity to receive the educational’fervices which
they have purchased eitner directly or indirectly through.public or private

support. or (3) deny students proper recourse in cases where thay have been

: '-”

: ;misiad or denied opportunities. In an extensive two-year study of uays to °
improve educational consumer protection (see Jung et al., 1977), staff of the
American lnstitutes fpr Research. (AIR) concluded that the accreditation process; .
in addition to its quaIity improvement function, held potential for he]ping
institutions do a better job of detecting and eliminating conditions and
: practices uhich are potentfally abusive to studénts The effort currently
-underuay is experimenting with a mechanism which it is hoped wi]l convert .this
- potential to a reality The purpose of this guide 1s thus to introduce an o
lnstitutional Self-Study Form (ISSF) and tnen to suggest some;possible ways in
'uhich the form might be used in the accreditation process. Us;s are suggested |
- for both institutiona1 self-study and peer/review/verification by visiting )

representatives of accreditation agencies
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abuse, it wes first necessery to be eble to define the nature of student ebuse."’?
AIR. staff. undertook a cowreheqsive seerch of the 1iteraturs, which included
(1) tne records of lieerings conducted by $ubcommi ttees of the U:. ,S. Hous,e of
Representetives Cdmmittee on Educetion and’ Labor and Comi,ttee on éoverment
| _-}Operetions. (a reports puolisﬁed by the Education Commission oi:, th_o Stetes as
. "e result of two netion_el con_ferences on Student consumer proteq% (3) e ‘ ‘r
_ .report publ:lshed by the u“s [Office of Education (USOE) ag a rg\r,];. ofa
X netionel coni‘erence .on inwitutional eligibility for fede ‘wdent essistance
,progrem. (4) the 40+ volume’ i’i_le put together by the sta ﬁ the Federel Trede

. , Comission n support of their proposed “trade regulation :

"Ber propri etery
vocational and home study schools; (5) the student complaintnfiles of USOE IR |
Accreditation and Institutionel Eligibility Steff (nou*the Divi,sion of Elioi- ’ ‘

".bilit.y end Agency Evaluation); dnd over 60 other sources (see Hel}_iwell & J\Grg. E
'l975) In generel the attempt wes to identify 'institutionel policies and - N
practices which had demonstrably misled students and fru;tratl!d their efforts -
'to obtain an e&ucation Severel decisions were made which shouTd bimade '

; exp’licit here.’
: Students are consuners. Some euthors‘ g., Enteman,’ l975)
 have attempted to contend that students, as’ participants n '
the educational process, ere*not "coruuuers in the tr’ue sense
~ of the word.  While AIR staff believed that a good deal of the
respon)ﬁity for learning duri,ng any educati;onal experience
rests wi the~student. it is Clear. tMt some school practices
deprive the student of even en mrtuni_tx to leern. further- |
uore. some prectices ere $0" blttentl& unfair that they would
be ebusive rfqerdless of the product or service that was betng
- offered. To the éxtent that institutions do-q:rket an educa- ,~
tionel service, students are cl.eerlé the consumers.

“ERIC - 08 e e
fea e i_:‘:‘B-4_'._-- SN
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,’ "excessive subjectivity,.decepfion, andwof making unfair complaints which are

”

took -intg account the fact that

IS NG - WbﬂbblUll I VG blle < QNN d .
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Numerous calls have been registered for™
assist students in making better decisions abqut

'the world of qprk and the student

nch information ‘¥s_not.
" the same as information about insti; Tonal practices which .

L L

. can’ abuse students The limited set of information useful

- for providing better "student consumer protection™ should be
carefully distinguished from the much larger t required to

facilitate "better student decision making;" this distinction .;
can help avoid much unnecessary confu51on \hd~effort e

I .
. a -

"v.;ffs; ’;f;; ”” CATEGORIES oF ABUSE s .'it;;

¢

i

‘1Lnot the result of instituttpnal éauses The types of yalid potentially

. wLack of necessary disclosuie in written documents

Table 17 :.; ——————

. TYPES OF POTENTIALLY ABUSIVE INSTITUTIONAL

\~”/CONDITIONS AND PRACTICES . .. -~ . .-«

T

~ isleading recruiting and lax admissibns policies and practices

IO

Misrepresentation and misuse of approved and accredited‘status

“fInequitable tuition and fee refund poﬂﬂcies and' failure to make |
timely re nds. ,

that seemed to have the highest Sitential for abuse In this analySis, they .

abusive conditions and practices that were identified are listed in Table l‘

',ﬂiﬂ postsecondary education~ Sich calls usually include Pequé n;.:fi’;:f:;ﬂ:-E
J <" fof discldlire of bettes’ information on the course options?| T T
: social climate financial aid, and so on, available at an’ ;*’-':
1*institution, ]F%s providing stude ts wi th an insight into <
goals) interests. SRS
J;.anﬂ‘abilities Information of this type is no.doubt an aid ; o
to student decision making Howey

7 Through an analysis of the conditions ﬁhich ledfto well-documented abuses __f
, of students %}R staff identifiedqp set of institutional conditﬁons and practices

!

stsecondary students are quite capable of \;"
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" follow=up .of. former students

. !Financial 1nstabi1ity

. Lack of adequate procedures to ensure qualified anu stable
instructional staff . ~ :

Ta ] '

]ﬂ's; fInadequate recordkeeping practices C | ' f" o "- if\}z 1

B3 . ( ’

idzfcsiFailure to maintain up-to- -date and- re]evant instructionai prdgrams,:
Ve especiaily in occupational/profe551onal preparation programs '

8. Lack of adequate Job p]acement services (if promised), and lack of' '

8

The types of potential abuses listed in. Taple 1 are further expanded in

Appendix‘ﬂ? It should be noted‘that a]l of the potential abuses detai]ed inf

Appendix A are stated negatively--in other words they are stated as aspects

of an institutioﬂ‘that. if present wii] increase the probability that student

abuse may occur. The converse of the conditions and practices 1isted‘1n

Appendix A prov1des an indication of 1nst1tutiona1 conditions and practices

which provide 1mproved educational consumer protection fThese are listedaih

..

' S

Note that the measure under 1nvest1gation 1s "potential for abuse,". ot‘

actual abuse. No attempt is being made to diﬁ'&tly gauge actualastudent -
abuse ‘The pointing of accusatory fingers at allegedly. gu11ty p rties does

little to work toward constructive”ﬁmprovement

fication and quantificationg;

o w{‘;.
to student consumer”ébuse

The presen e‘of one or more. potentially abusive conditio s or practicés .
g s B

does not automatncally 1ndicate that student abuse is occurring or will occur

~""Iead to&Such improvement

*It is hoped that the 1dent1-,

*grstitutional policies and practices reiated oo

iR tﬁ\‘fbture at.an institution (In fEEt, 1n a survey of 37 1nst1tutions

conducted by AIR staff in early 1976 hone was completely free from potentiai

” 4
for abuse.’ Moreover, some cgnait;p ‘h\practices hold considerably less

potentiai for abuse than others “ But. the more conditions and practices

-

4
»
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3""1isted in Appendix A that are found t be~present, and the more serious they
are, the greater the probabi]ity that actugl abuseﬁfW111 occur A]] however,igé

| are modifiable and within the power ojgan institution to modify without
,,;iexcessive cost. . o |

J X ) S - o T e T S ‘ L. o L —
. [ ‘o . ' . "' . . o . . ) . . . . N -
N N .. - N "~ - .‘ Al N -
R ’ AL

T INSTITUTIONAL 'S'ELF-'STUDY FORM1

g ,,k-s ; An Institutiona1 Se]f-Study Form (ISSF) has been deve]oped by AIR to |

i

Iy

provide a convenient yet re]iab]e mechanism for etecting the presence of
potential abuses and guantifzing the seriousness of those that are revea]ed

The ISSF is a self—scoring questionnaire suitable for u*e by any person or

group th t is know]edgeab]e about an 1nstitution Its completion requires _"t

f examination of certain institutionai policy statements, records, recruiting
and disc]osure materials and “othew procedUres and practices AI] of the. )

items on the ISSF are in an obJective mu]tiple-choice format they are '

grouped 1nto nine topics in accordance with the nine types of potential abuses ‘

listed ih Table 1. ' Each topic and many items are accompanied by brief state--
ments.that'describe their»under]ying rationales. Each item response -option -
‘ . i o S o s _
as an associated*weightathat indicates the perceived séhjousness of the -

- response These item weights can be summed and ’ eragedgto<provide scores -

[
for each'of the nine topics and the overa]] ISSF.

: @ .
he higher these scores;
~ the greater the revea]ed'potentiai for abuse A perfect 'score (no revealed

potentia]s) wou]d be zero' Again, however, no 1nstitution is expected to be

“\ totally free from potentia] for\\buse, and zero scores are unlikely.’ P

The ISSF has certain limitations which should be made exp11c1t

’ - Campus=-based programs ‘The ISSF has been designed to detect
. . | potential abuse areas primarily in campus-based programs. It
f " has not been ya]idated as a mechanism for detecting prob]ems
in non-trdditional, off-campus extension, or correspondence
programs or institutions oo ‘ , .

-

~”

.



0y asis. The' primary emphasis of the. ISQF “rs\

!L__ t-been’ vaTidated for postgraduateaor profe551onal education
o programs. . - Lo _.Q‘qﬂl -
The ISSF shouid not be used in connection gith p grams that have other

than a campus-based, ndergraduate orientation. .

. ..\' N Lo R . b
R S

POSSIBLE ISSF USES’IN THE ACCREDLIATION PRDCESS

kS . .
.

°"j7g;on undergraduate programs,,especialiy those which stress_occupa- ‘1;' T
",- tional apd professional preparatiop for undergraduates. It has h[

f_g'i o The primary 1ntended uses of the ISSF in the accreditation process are -

‘ir in connection with the institutional self—study and the 51te-visit review and

. i X"v * [ } .
self-study verification. o S -_ : _' B f _n'.. : r’

R

- For the self-study, the prinmry use is to. make an internaﬂ'assessment of

'}ﬁﬂiVexisting conditioqs and practices that are potentially abu51ve;
. .

hoistudents. } R

'-with the purpose of eiiminating or rev151ng those revea}ed Therégare; " ;: |

| }several possib]e variations that might be - considered in conducting the assessment

e compiete the ISSF is orishould be available to institut
’“_r/*"‘ A,:ﬂ administrators.“\lt is therefore a relatively easy matfer for

- - an administrat1ve staff member to co]lect the necessar 1 for-.-
o mation and complete an ISSF which wi]} then represent ‘the most

_gmﬁnistrative review. Most of the#énfonmation required

the institution. In 1arger institutions ‘and those: where indi-
vidual departments have a good deal of autonomy 1n setting
polic1es, the ‘task of. comp]eting an ISSF may be more difficult.

-accurate estimate of the conditions Aand. practicesﬁ%x1sting at |

In’ any. case, the administrative ISSF could represent one maJor I

part of the entire self-study process preparatory to 1n1tia1
consideration for accreditation or reaccreditation. It-or a -
‘ summary of. findings might be inserted into the seTf—study
- document submitted to the accreditation age:;y/ o

s




i“'jcpnsumer protection adeduacy and ‘the more intensive
| likely 10 that potential problems will be reveal 7@
' f”ff dan be-cooperatively instituted ' '

who, ma,y" be: affected"by 11;. This ds especiilly true with
'toipotbntial abuses,. If a protective.polity exists bUt

""'*may have perspectives different from the adm istration Such

" groups wouid especially include faculty, “stude nts, and ,perhaps *' ‘ '

.f';alumni They could also .include. administrators at branch campuseil
~lor representatives of different offieealwithin the: central admini-"

study. representatives of these groups could be asked to c p1 e .
.~ and sit These. or ‘their sunnuries, might also e TN
. ;;_jinserted into the self-study documeht ST R

:.‘_.' ‘,....
I

The wider the range of groups represented

and possible solutions B

"t//// The main purpose of the site-visit team wiih regard to the ISSF will be
(i}

verify the findings and actions derived from the ISSF and reported in the

f"g;e; self-study Multiple groups and perspectives will be sampled in carrying out
- this verification It is not likely that ISSF data, as verified, will be used _

'_-by the accreditation agency in making decisions regarding initial or contihuing

-

accreditation However, a site-visit team s recommendations may very well be

based on: information derived from the ISSF. oo Vo

/ | ‘H'H"ERE Tot'FINn_Isss-"uAfA s

o~

. - o , o o e ‘
Most ISSF items are in the form "Does this 1nstitution have/do this?"

The easiest way ‘to complete an ISSF is to locate 3 person knowledgeable/about

' tration As an integral part of their participation in’ the .elf- S -

eir involvement the moresvi'" s




'.'and ract1ces

VI

VEL.

“"vfijt ”Career p1ann1
~770 services anﬁ_?g

. gr‘adu\ates*J

ant recru1t1ng pol1c1es N

.

" A : ToF AT

~

¢ Disclosuré in written documents
IR A ' v

._Representat1on of approved or
eaccredited status :

LA

Refund policies and practices

.

. '-Inﬁtruct1ona1 staff eva1uat1on '
and sthb111ty ' ,

L4

‘Recordkeee1ng practices

Occupational/professional

preparation progﬁems

L

Pubﬁc 1nformat1on officer

| Chf’ﬁ'financ1a1 affa1rs off1cer

Adm1ss1ogs off1cer o
Admissions .policy. stltements :
Institutional advertamg'

Genera1 cata1og, buliet1n or other'
pub11c 1nformat1on_documents

t

Chief administrative officer =
Pub]1c 1nformat1on documents

' Puhg1c fnformat1on documents

-
’“ ’v_v‘ .

Ch1ef execut1ve and/or academ1c
affairs officer - : .

g Department heads

- “Records office -~ N
‘Chief academic affairs officer
~ Department heads
Chief a istrative off1cers for

. .
. o .
( V - | !
- o . . E
. . 1

and p]acement
1low-up of

¢

‘Financial stability = -

Registrar .

occupat1ona1/profess1ona1 preparat1on ;

programs.

- Placement officer

Director of 1nst1tu 1ona1 research
services

~ . Public information documents '
, Advert1s1ng . '%

) F1nanc1a1 stateme‘ 1;

Chief execut1ve ficer
“Chief financial af\fairs off1cer ‘

b Sources of Informat‘ion for ISSF Complet10n el
. ) | : L PR oo S *7 R ' S ‘._" . L{‘ : . * .‘ '.

o J?‘55T021c<51.' h 'f-' ST '--f,,'.Sougceéj,, - A
'I.

B




~

. - . - . . - - > :
. . . . v
poe L . . _ve ) . . 3 ] R . - - .
. . » o

! ch topic. askthe items. and record his/her responses Complications arisez ,:

T> | when recollections are vague. policies are "usually"‘followed but exceptions

‘ are allowed qualifications are. required based on differentlgr unusual circum-
b ) _

-

stances. and so forth The safest stance, and the one which will yield the .

‘ l ‘\lmost accurate data is to obtain and reviéw documentation or, secondar ver1f1~'
- cation for all items about which there is any question.' Table 2 p esents a

listing of possible sources for each tbpic in the ISSF

’E\'Z':a . - Lo ""'.,c' : -‘;. R ". ' D - o
.pINTER?RETING ISSF SQQRES* e e

Table 3 shows the maximum (worst-possible) score for each topic score and
: the institution score deriveg from the ISSF. Since tﬁg best possible.scores'are

zerb, all scores may range from zero up to. the max1mums 1nd1cated Table 3 also |

s . .

Jz,_‘ R

tutions. based on past tEsts Bf the report form. These scores provide a limited

perspective from ‘which to make Jjudgments ahgut the magnitude of scores obtained-i

' ‘during your self—study and‘verification Obtained scores toward the upper end

o

“of the§§ ranges c;}l for careful. investigation by examination of each of the

e _compone t items to determine whether eVismgns in conditions and/or polizie:///*" .
_mjght be cplled for to provide better protection for students. 0f course;—dny

-

. - - . s . . \ . : ‘.
score ‘above zero provides room and suggestions for improvement. S

. 7 : Y
. .

B-11 e,

contaﬂns the range of scores expected to be obtained by a cross section of insti- o



Tab]e 3

MAXIWH POSSIBLE ISSF SCORES AND SCORE RANGES
EXPECTED FROM A CROSS SECTION OF INSTITUTIONS

T ;?7‘5frbéié:.*¢;.we19hted rtgg; o Maximyt 5°°"e © Expected. R‘ngé;“

RS R R R 5? e T TR L _i.
S O ) -~=j.;f'.-a e
R & ¢ S - T 1,330 - 00 L
IV Ty . 0 o ] ]25 N vﬁ_ﬂg_mo g | E
Vi :W.iszig+ . 125-500 - e
Lo : Lo omMe e 260-750 o

S A s s 0+¢00 "
 Institution - - 1,140 . . 100-300 -

B-12 o



';iﬂ'B{'_Aduertising Practices K

@

B APPENDLX A" | ~
S (“i';, Categories and Examples of Potentially Abusive if'.fj _,' .

- L \; ‘ Institutional Policies and Practices ; T i’"
A Refund Policies and Practices e ) R & a

l Institution does not have a written refund policy for fees or' charge§
. collected or obligated in advapce of enrollment. or «class attendance -

'35! .2.l'written nefund policy is not delicly disSeminated to students and

P-'s.;-urittﬁn ‘refund. poliqy does not tell students how to obtain refunds

. \;_43 ﬂwritten refund policy .does not provide\for at least partial return of
o ~ student fees or charges Based'on the amount of instruction the student

"~ ‘has had the opportunity ‘toreceive. , .

| 5. Written. refund policy doesnot specify the maximum time allowed betweerf
" .- . the receipt of a. valid refund request and the issuance of a refund 2

: [ Y
o

1. Institution uses. } N

(a) advertisements inA&%llp wanted" sectionfof'néuspapers,fpseudo “Talent".

, contests, L - T
(b) testimonials or endorsements’by actorsfuho did not attend the

\

institution, or-. - T o o ST "-i“_ . ;;TW:

(c) limited time discounts, to attract. enrollees

2L‘ Advertising -of the institution guarantees or implies that completion of
an education or training program will lead to zﬁbloyment :

H

Institution S advertising implies that it: | )
r(a) has special ties or connections with employers which it does not in’
, fact have, SR e T

;_- -
L .

_(b) offers ful] or partial scholarships when in fact\ §;offers only loans ;'

Sor deferred tuition; =~ - . A o

~(e) has recognizedwexperts on its teaching aculty who in ﬁect have no
S teaching responsibilities .

(d) offers a "superior“ educationalaprogram wheﬁ.in fact there is no
comparative evidence to support the assertion.

prospective Students. - . ' . S - *\;..;’H.f

.
20



i \\, - (qd a requirement that all prospective students talk to a representative
e of the institution at the school prior to enrolling, or - - - -
(c) a requirement that all enrollees sign -an agreement whiQ‘ describes o
* complete costs, payment requirements, and educational services to be
proyides by the institution. ’ oo _
4. Institution does not provide remedial instruction in basic skills'for
students_ who are admitted without meeting stated admissions requirements
D. Instructional Staff Evaluation Policies .
. T. Teaching competence is not included as one criterion in formal salary
and/or tenure and/or rank review policies S
.. . 2.\NEvaluations of teaching competence do not include regular, anonymous
3ratings by students , : :
E. Disclosure in Nritten Documents : ;j o _— - o , o
- ]: Failure to distlose any o? the following in a general catalog. bulletin,
" "": or other basic information document . .
(a) name and address of school SR ',,", L o
“(b) date of‘publication of the document
SR 7
o, Co ‘(c) school calend{r including beginning and ending dates of classes and
B programs, halidays, and other dates’ of importance.
(d) a statement of institutional philosophy
. (e) a brief description of. the school S physical facilities S .
(f) an accurate list of all courses actually offered.»
(g) an indication of when specific required courses will not be offered
(h)’ Educational content. of each course. -
;. (1) number of hours of inséruction in. each course and length of time in
_ o~ / hours, weeks or months normally required for its completion
: EMC . .4'.' - . ) r .' . 70 ' ) - . 3
. : : D S " nl1a SRR T

. - . s ) ) . . . .
: . o : : . : y
- .

\KAdmission Practices

1. Institution employs admissions representatives whose compensation or
salary 1s dependent wholly or in part on direct commissions based on

'é*ﬁ number- of s tudents enrolled RN : A
- 2. ,Institu on does not have a written policy governing recrUiting and/or
acinissi Jn practices.. .. ° . . _ . ) e

. f_é; Hritten recruiting/admissions pol/cy does not contain

_ 553 any prohibit;gns against unethical practices such as the "bait and
' switch" or the "negative 'sell"; . A

L}



. 13._

‘,(d) -an accurate listing of faculty who currently teach

'(k) an indi ion of the distinction betueen adJunct or part-time faculty

- and fult®ime faculty

| (1) policies and procedures regarding acceptabili of credits;frOm,_

‘other institutions . _
e

::(m) general acceptability by other institutions of credits earned at

this institution

(n) requirements for graduation KJ%?--‘ o

" (o) statement of certificates. dipiomas, or degrees awarded upon graduation
”(p) statement of. all charges for which a student may be held responsible

- ,(q) financial aid programs actually aﬁ%ilable to students . ey

. (s) grading system

?;failure to disclose their actual ,

(¥) limitations on eligibility for financial aid p rams

:(t) policies relating to:i o e T o ‘%&‘ L

1) tardiness . : e 4 R
~ 2 absences - ‘ . BT
53; make~-up work

4) student conduct-
(5) termination :
- (6) re-entry after termination -

. (u)_stu fbe .increases. in’ excess of $25 that are planned uithin the

next/yedr. .. _ s T g \

(v) for student loan applicants: , .
(1) the effective. annual lodn interest rate . C?;/‘ 1

&

time allowed for refayment - . .
deferment or cancéllation provisions. if any . -

(6) collection procedures which mighf!be applied in. the-event of’
fatlure to repay _ _ , »

loan repayment obligations e S .:;f,s’ 'f y ..:‘
o

(2
§3; loan repayment procggdures - %

In the event any of the followjng se. ices or facilities are provided, .
ilability and extent _ -

(d) housing facilities.
(e) student parkingﬁfacilitiesgit

20 etsogg

N e

(a) Job placement assistance or service — ' - '§;r\ f% R
(b) counseling. inciuding “for employment academic, and/or persoﬂal . 4

~ problems. _ | )
(). dining. facilities B R



L -

3. In the event the-institution offers an educational program which . .
- ... 7. leads to the award of degrees (or which results in credits which are
. - . ‘" Ttransferable toward the award of degrees), failure to provide accurate
: T descriptioqs of: } i

- | (a) recognition by a state agéncy as. meeting established educational
¢ .., standards for granting degrees. if there is such an agency,

L

L “(b) the scope and sequence of required courses or subject areas 1n ;
. - each degree program, and . | | .

Wsy

- \(c) policies and procedures whichastudents must follow to transfer
", o credits within the institution and/or to other institutions

¢

» F.o Student Orientation Procedures e

, s , o }
1. The institution doEs not conduct a formal orientation progrlm for newly
. enrolled students . o

. 2. Failure to include in this orientation the followwng

'.. o (a) oral presentations or written documents prepared by students who have
’ ' been previously enrolled at the institution ' e &

. (bf'instructions on’ how and where to voice student complaints and :
grievances . J

-(c) informdkion on how and where to apply for student financial .aid.

g 6. Job Placement Services.and. Follow-Through B i ‘
i l._ In tha event the’ 1nstitution ‘claims o have~a job placement service, | ~qu‘:

' - 'this service doet not include the following aSpects
- N . ,

c’-(a) hotification of fee charged, ?? this is the case

-

~(b) formal training in job-seeking and Job- holding skills.
(c) contacting prospectivé‘!mployers to develop potential jobs.

"+ (d) making Job interview appointments. for individual students, including
. those seeking part-time employment and recent graduates.

. In the e;\ht the institution cla1ms to have a, job p\acement service the
service is ‘confined only ‘to ‘such services as; distributing("Help wanted" . 2
pers or ‘referral to a comme' 4al placement service (f

-7 |
W-up data on the employment
« recent gradu tes, and/or~

The igftitution does not reqularly collect fold
succ#ss of former.students who did not gradua
-longer term graduates v .

“,.A from éach identifiable program or currjculum area-and does not attempt
""" to determine the rea¥ons for this attfitfon. . e

5 _ S
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. M - - X ' ) A
L. Co- . . &
. X . . < '

R fRecordkeépan:Pféctices;‘ T P

1. The ipstitution does not maintain the following Items:in its individual
student récords: =~ ' . : . L S

(a) total fees paid by the studemt. . -

,'/” | . (b) courses?takeﬁ_and‘compieted- . . o - -
“(c) academic credits, grades earned. B ! f" | B . 4
(d) financial aid.amounts, fnclhding'loans;’if“any. acthaliy received 3
by student anﬂ_date of-his(hqr receipt.‘ AR S '

" 2. Institution doésfnoi*have,afirittén policy and actual procedures for -
- maintaining individual student access to records for a period of at least
-two..years following his/her departure from the -institution, regardless of
the operating status of the institution. . TN
o SR e, s
- . 1. Turnover of Instructional Staff - ‘ f L
1. Instruétionallstaff‘arg repéatedly_kep1aéed.'1n-the same‘sections/courscs,
after, instfuction”has begqun. ° - - & - ,
2. Instructional staff afe replaced in“two oy more sections/courses after
_instruction has begun. - TS T o
- R L S T
J: Rp’rqpentation of Chartered, Approyed, or Accredited Status  * .

: -'Tf:~i§!%-,F‘E'institutibn fails to disclose to students and prospective students
- the fact(s) of limitation(s) or sanction(s) for noncompliance with
designated standards imposed by local, state, or federal government
agencies,, if any-exist. C e o S

12. The public representations of the institution fail to distinguish = ,“< '
"~ between (e.g., 1ist separately, with appropriate explanations) dnsti-

tutional accreditationgspecialized or professional grogram accreditation,’
-. v state VA-approving ‘agenty course approval, and state chartering and - '

- r

L

-

licensing, if any are present, ! o . :
[/ X. Fimancial Stability =~ - [\ o . : |
. u.If the institution is not.publicly-suppofted.,1t does not have the
N .~ following: : ; . - o o , C -8
;Cﬁ, . I.)‘ (a an.endew&eht~qr retained eénning§-fﬁhd to pay chrkent operating:: - o . -
R T xpenses .tf ‘they are not covered by student tuition rifeipts.\’; . ,

(b) a reservé of funds sufficiéhtf%h pay dut tuition refunds as students:® .
- make legitimate requests ‘for them. B .o _ .
2; The institution's fijéncial records and reports.arg not ahnually subjected

Iy to a Mertified audit. . - j -

“K L . C
- ’ 8-17 - |

& '
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~Ll,~rnstru§tiohal Programs in Occupational, Professional Preparation Areas = .
*, . . . .ﬂ.. : . .v.. . v o~ o

1. The institution does not maintain cunicufuu advisory commi ttees which
include representatives of potential employers in each occupaticnal/

3

professional area for which instruction is offered. |

2. The‘insfitution‘doeéfnot prov{defthg foilowtnggfwhén_thgy'aré-regnired
\ for employment.of graduates in an occupatidnal4grofessional_area:‘ .

(a) éﬁecigliied/profesS$3na1 program

accreditation. . .

~ (b) training in the use of bsgic tbolg';;d7éq§fbmeﬁi. e .
(c) 1nterpsh1psvand/or super&{séq pgaéihcefphvtﬁe'jOb.i- - |
(d) intert;ships_, and/o'r"sﬁberviseé‘_pr;ceﬁ:e 51h'_"_'simulgigd"jop 's'1tua't1_o’n's£
(e) 1nstruéfiaﬁ on topics ngteés&?yffor,stafé br.proféssional'gg;tifj-

caﬁjon of graduates. . . :

review of the relevance

i

3. The institution does not require'a biannual

- and timelines of occupational/professional ¢urrfeyla. .
M. Instructional Equipment and Facilities in 0ccupationa17Professional.Prébaration L
Areas S e o , B U
1. “The fnstitution does not maintain’advisor};committés.on,ﬁnstructipﬁéf e -
equipment and facilities which include representatives of potential ﬁ%{
$mp1oyers in each occupational/professional area for which instruction 7. .
s offered. ‘ .- ST o , Bl

. 2, The institution does not ‘annually budget"an&\éjpendifUst'fon replacing = .
" worn or outdated instructional equipment in each 06cupat10na14professiona1.,';'i
area for which instruction is offered. - ‘ o | o, A

-

]

A




e c ) L "7 - ... o

“ :, | '. , ) ~ ; ' . ) ‘ -

7 .' 5 'I.‘\ g . .t ° : [} . ' ' . - »_ J v
i'f/' B . ‘s .
AT S Ca.tegories and Examples of Insti utio v
'g' . PoHcies and Practices whic‘n Promote Educatio 1 Consumer Protect'lon
;\ Refund Po'lu.;1es and Practices B S T

i,. 5 1 '~"'Inst1tutton has g written refun po'Hcy ﬁor fees or drhar‘gk' colle’cted | o
el

9 v - .oor ongated An advance of enro1 ment or: c]ass attendance ST ¥ :/_ o
o 2.. Nritten refund pol'icy 1s pub]'lcly d'lsseminated tb students ﬁd prospective s o
2 students L . ‘ . \ L

N 3. wr'l tten refuhd bycy te11§ student,%how to obtainsrefunds »
s, '."',.Hritten refund policy provides for at least a part1a1 returi. of (e

v :® . student fees or charges bagedon the amount of instrhgtion ~the. student
2 07 hds had the Opportunity to receive.... . t% S ER S

| ""f ‘5'.'?»'Hr1tt’en refund policy specifie’s the‘maximum t1me a]“lo betaeén the .

' --rece'ipt of a vaHd refund request and the 1ssuance of refund’. B .

B Advert'ls'ln Practices e e T e e
"g Tl T T I N N

e T Institu,tion does ot use *‘ St

3 . ‘ . .. - A . . . . “_..
. o

" N (a) advexgisements -in "he1p.wanted" section of newspaper\or unse1tct1ve

o "talent” contests 4o stimulate appl. ications fgr enro]lment, R ’_l R
S . KK
. & (b) paid testimonials or endogselﬁents b_y persons who d.'ld not attend th S
o 1nst.'rtut'lon, or . o - 4‘",","
G 9-" (c) 11m1ted time { 'l ounts to attract en[o\lees S UL e 'Q‘.".q;'f
2L )\dvertising of the 1nst1tution ‘does not guarantee or t@ly that comp‘let‘
o . oo Jof an’ edupation or. tra 1n§ program at the institutfion wﬂl Tead direct]y i B
employment S , e ¥tz S :
’ . . ; P . ’ : v ! . _‘ . : o '..'.';..},,/ U '_. . ‘ . ' . t ’ . )
. ‘ v “ ‘ g,““i ,f_ t‘ & .‘J"- n;y‘ M ” ‘o
v ' . ,f» B .*' . ‘ ;:
’_.' . £ '




-institution’s advertising/aoes not -imply- that it .o
(a) has spacial ties. or connections with employers which it does not | ’

v a{, - in- fact have"-53~;, . S ’
‘ :’“"‘”v'offers £u11 or partial scholarships when in fact it offers only o

 loans or déferred tuition; = Vo

RN N i " has re ? nized experts on’ its teoching faculty who’in fact have L et
T *,yga; o tea ng respOnsibilities, or. ; : S

 (d) offerg a "superior® educational program when in fact there 5 no T
compa tive evidence . to support the. assertion, SRR /?243; -

Yy

~

L C A issi0n~agictices ;1cf¥{l¥3§”f b f;,ff . :;*_ R
H“"‘*--J<; Ingtitution does not employ admissions representatives whose compensation |
‘or salary is dependent\wholly'or in part on direct conndssions.based on. e

_/numbgr of students enrolled. e

-

;o 2. Institutiod has a wgitten policy governing recrziting and/or admission e

- 7L\TQ'A.;“practices o | L o
:;qu | -'l'ﬁ;' written recruiting/admissiohs policy contains o ' _l
o . . '
e v%d) total prohibitions against unethical praczfces such asethe "batt and AR
e suitgg" or the “negative sell“'~~-'qﬁ , ; .
S N : 3 .
7 (b) a requiremem&ffhat alprrospective tudents talk to a ) pneSentatﬂte
;:‘;_ _' of the ihsfitution at the 5chool pr‘or'to ﬁnrolling,i nd’fv;j/ e
Zc)ra requiremdﬂf't hat’ all enrollees Sign an agreement which describes ® -
;x comp ete costsa ayment. requirements. and education | services to T
A "~ \ .

¥ Be. proV;ded by the institution

l:.. ‘ v N .‘ . . . . ‘ . ’ -I . 7’:" 'r ’
'*';A 1hstitution provides, ba _"J, dial instruction for fudents -~ IR
- who are admitted'w1 ut _]ng met stated adnfﬁSton requirements. |
: 1;0 ' Instruction' ’ aff Evaluation Policies " ‘ j-l-p;' 'A'~:‘.‘,A;,'S“"' o

'ntFJVN 1. Teaching competence is’ included as one criterion in formal salary o

REEE and(or tenure and/or rank review policies . evs< e e
S ;:TJE;“ Evaluations “of tbaching comp;tence include regular anonymOus. Jective
SIS g\/{:frpj ratings by studeg&g e 'v e e : .

1T'f;ffDi/§z/dure.1n Written Documents "1f:-”-':‘ _._‘Z;‘

R R bsitive j!fclosure of the.f¢ ow1ng ‘items. in a general catalog, bulletin,_",
' ./other bas {hfonnation document or combination of these: ... .o

y Tl (a) nahe and address of school ‘ﬁ;”':;;s ?77;5ﬁﬂ ?,L: Sl A
g : o (b) date of,publication of the'document. Ji oot .;'[5"‘*~’
C. s.ky-;

(c) school calendar including beginning and ending dates of claﬁses and -
programs Aholidays, and other)dates of 1mpontance. e

T e




\%\sta Lanent ot institutional: philosopny,. inciuding the educational
oﬂggves of any. occupational programs offered by the 1nst1tut1 on,_..,

- (e) accurate description of the schqql ' phxsica] f“.mﬁbs
o " (1) accurate list of all. courses which -are ctually offered & ,
%) mdi“ﬂm of. when SFEN'”C: require urses wﬂl not‘be offered S
(h) educational °content of each c0urse. aF L - -

o A ‘ CL : .
m (1) number of: hti'i)rs‘fmI instruct'lon 1n eac?_’gy‘rse and Tength of time 1n
e gurs. weeks or months normally requi for 1ts complet1on. e

) W

(J) accurate Tisting o‘f faculty who ggrrently teech

p - (k) 1nd1cation of the distinction between ad.funct or part-tirne facul ty |
a ) - and ful*l-tfme faculty ' _
g

(') polictes. and procedures regarding acceptibility of credits from
~ other 1nstfm1ons L ) ' 

o (m) general acc abﬂity by other 1nst1tutions of cr ts'earned .:a't
el this institi tion. = | o

(n) requ'lrements for graduat‘l

(GT statement of certfﬁcafes, d'lp]omas or’ degreesx awarded upo“' :
graduat'lon L . T~

4 u,f»T

(r) any standard J-imitatﬁons on el‘lgibﬂity fo' |
(s) gradfng syste‘m | | |

S
; (t) polic'les relat'lng t0' |
ke é‘ tardiness -, T S e
e 2) absences e T R A oo
o M3) make-up ‘work: A A S
SN (4) -student conduct S B
ST (8) termination . - . o A
R () re-entry after term'lnation . P N\

the next yeer U e S " w
(v) for student loan appHcants T e o

o U (1) the eff:ffT‘f‘amua-? Toan {nterest rate ST
SR §2 loan repaymeént obligations. -~ = . T
. :{3)-loan repayment. procedures.. .- - = . - '

AT “time allowed for repayment
S 5 “daferment or.cancellation pFovisions, if any
6_= collegtio procedures which might be apphed 1n the event of
Y fa'i-‘lu',__}z repay . . . .

el e;s;;'ﬁL,; L
N X i e -, .
. o LA ) .

.{e&'

) '..

S

(u) any . student fee increases 1n excess of SZS tha‘t are planned w'l‘t'hin



_ " the institution discloses their actual availability and extent*
f" , ';. | (a) jog placement assistancelbr service. | -

)(b) counseling. including for employment, academic. and[or personal
pl‘Ob]GﬂS ‘ 3 wt . . ."".-- : .

(e). dining factlittes. . o~ g w0
L (4) housthg FaciTities.. T o0 T en R
T (a) student oarking facilities SIS |

S T3 In the event the institution offers an educational prograniwhich leads

' ' to the award of degrees (or which results in credits which are trans-

~ ferable toward the award of degree), it provides accurate descriptions v
of: , - | o N o :

, () recognition by a state agency as meeting established educational
S \ " standards for granting degrees, if there' is such an agency;

) the sc¢ pe and sequence of require courses or subject.areas,in
each ree program, and ' o

k4

‘(c) poli*ig procedures which students must follow to transfer
crad within the institution and/or to other institutions

F. Stud‘%t Orientation Proqedures ),. .

_l. Institution does conduct a formal orientation program for newly
| enrolled students .

- . -
" ' r

/>* 2. ThlS formal orientation includes at least the following

(a) oral presentations or written documents prepared by students
who have been preViously enrolled at -the institution, .

g (b) instructions on how and where to voice student com ints and Q
S grievances, and

(c) infgrmation on how and: where to apply for student finaocial aid..
G. Job Placement Serv1ces .and Follow-Through

1. In the event ‘the institution cfbims to have a JOb placement service,
. this service d@% include at least the following aspects :

o(a)fnotftication\oi\\ee charged if this is the case,

‘~(b) formal. training and supervised practice in job-seeking and job-holding

skills;
(c) contacting prospective empToyers to develop potential JObS, and

(d) making' Job interview app|¢ntmehts f ividual students, including
v those seeking part time employment a recent graduates e ,

_:«
R




. Z;ffIn th “event the;\ titution claims . to offer Job p]acement assistance, the

! . assisy t confined only to such services as distributing “help wante
... ads from™ pers or referra]f:f}d‘commercial p]acement service _
- -3;~-'nstitutioh regu]arly.collects 0llow-up data on the employment success -

_L’o former' students who- did not graduate. r cent graduates. and/or longer
—ferm graduates o . : .«

‘r. Recordkeoping Practices G s y ".'
BT I Institution maintains the fo]]owing items in its individual student records
"~ (a) totai ‘fees paid by student, ' ' ' }.
. (b) cqurses taken and completed; o S Y
{c) academic gredits, grades earned; and.’ ‘ , '\: S
(d) financial ald amounts granted through, the institution, including loans,
. . if any, ctual]z received by student nd ate of his/her receipt
2. Institutign has a written po]icy and actual proced s—F intaining
- 1ndividual studént access to records for a period of at 1d two years
following his/her departyre from the institution. regardless of the
: ‘ operating status of the institution : _
I. Turnover of Instructional Staff o . fa’ e

(14/ 1 Every effort is. made thavoid replacement of instructors for the same -
sections/courses, after jnstruction has begun : .

g,_ - J Representation of Chartered.lﬂqi!oved, or. Accredited Status

L Ta Institution discloses to students and prospective students the ?gtt(s)

e of limitation(s) or sanc s) for noncompliance with designated

S standards. imposed by logal, ate, or federal governmen ncies, i*
| ‘any such sanctions exi i .\/f

2. The pub]ic representations of the institution distinguish between
. (exg., t separately, with appropriate-explanatibns) institutional

' accredi ion, specialfzed .or professional” ro ram accreditation,
: state VA‘approving agency) course agprova], state chartering and
' 1icensing, if any are present. I s

ke Financia] Stabﬂit AL
. Yy /’\\\_ | . & : .
,'i; If the institug§On is. not public}y-supported it has the foliowing.,

(ai an endowment or ‘retained earpings fuand to pay current operating
_ﬂi?* expenses if they are not covered by stﬂhent\tuition receipts, and

(b) a reserve of fuy ds sufficient to pay out tuition refunds as students, -
”";5? - make legitimat requests for them S S , -




8. D - : : R S ‘ . AR . ©
LI S . D AR
T e o : < Ty . . ' ' R I

-

! ' B . ; ‘ y Sy "’,c L .
- /2. Institution's financiai records and reports ‘are ‘daﬂiﬁlz_gﬂbJeCted to -
R a certified audit. , q( : .

L Instructiona1 Rrograms in Occupatiodai Professiona] Preparation Areas

1; Institution maintains and periodicai]y empaneis curriculum advisory
committees which include representatives of potential employers in = -
each occupationa1/professiOnaI area fo which instruction {s offered. d

2. Institution provides the, foiiowing, when they are reqyired for employment
) of graduates in an occupationa]/professiona1 area: : ¥

—

\ | (a) speciaiized/professipnai program accreditation. B | . \
_ (b) training in the usepof-basic tools and equipment.
‘(c) internships and/or'supervised practice on. the job. /

V‘(d) internships and/or superv15ed practice in simu]ated 3ob S

. “(e) instruction on topics necessary for state or profes51ona1
cation or 1icensing of graduates. :

- 3. Institution requires at least a biannua1 review of the reieyéﬁde
and timeliness 7f occupationai/profess1onal curricu]a
N,

M. /&nstructionai Equipment and Facilities 1n Occuﬁationai/Professiona1
Preparation Areas

—

e on instructional equipment and facilitias whiich include representative
of potential emplioyers- in gach occupationai/professiona1 area for whic
instruction 1s offered. L A

1. Institution maintains and per10dica]1y~empa Fls advisory committees ;J’

" ' 2. Institution annually budgets and .expends funds forwfnpiacing worn or
' ‘ outdated instructional equipment fh each occupationai/profes51ona1
.area for which instruction is offered ‘

N. Atgrition and Loan Defau]t S o

i. Insfitution annually Ziculates the rates/ of studeRE attrition from each ¥
identifiable program{or curricu?um area d accurately discioses these
_rates upon request. o ‘ .

"'f'zf- If it is a participan in the Nationa1 Direct Student Loan Program or
is a lender in the Federally Insured Student Loan Program, the -
institution annua'ny gaicui tes the rate of default on its student

]oans. . ‘, i Y
} ) N . . R
v u i -., . . | ._ N , . ~
- N -. N 7‘ o ' "&’; \\ .
l R % A ‘ : ’ ' ' .
LS ' . ’ i M *
S . . % 3 .
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I T Ry ” “April 1978
e l‘,-;-'. R APPENDTX (} " K F

—5 ‘ AR R ' 'I} Sampla ISSF eport I .o ‘
Ny, - o .w.axcm ’NS‘I‘!"I‘UT!'.S 'FOR, stmcn SELP-STUDY.
SRS . .

. ' L . . ’ .
b : o . - . . . : e ' .
PR . A s . . . . ” _.‘ - [3 St . . .
~ o ‘ ‘ : ‘ ’ T N . L »
: : : t . ’ ‘
N -

With. thie ‘ccoptl.on of a low extreome and a high oxtrm, respondents’

b L o T Niu'ru'rxom RESPONSB St f '

Vo .'1 . "
- ovorall Lmtltuuonal scoru, ‘am given, indicaud a ranqo that unif.omlg f\
, . g

clustc:ed t;o- 135-285. “1e appaau that scoru, 1n gononl, fell neithcr
1nto ths unusually low or unulual.ly high levgls (0-500). The man waq
7z : 216. osﬁthc medxan 210, the node 210, Natunlly alJ. ‘areas are improvnble,

but Se iona I, VII;, and IX show lack of full -t:cnqth ptobably due less .

to breach of practice and motc o lack of camuni.cation.
. _ |

,‘ - C It can be‘conrluded that our institucion needs tb make explicit in ‘

. written form as\to how a student ean’ obtain refunds. The mattnr of admi.lsion | o
. - ; o ) - » .
represenutives' eompensation needs 'to be Qttlcd where in daubt) enrollee®

aqreements need. to be considoreds the faculty needs to teaustically come f.o

gzi,ps with student racinqs of teacher compatence; and typical eollcqxate B

]

_cash-flow tzauma requizes sympathy ‘and patxence fram the public._ . |

'rl'u.s insututxonal smarxzat:.on base@n substantive data-info)nation

: Qnd exptessed by tne uhdersiqned cahstitutes a‘&ore ef 230, It has bean E
broughﬁ l:o(my atuhuon (‘.hat f.he 1978-79 ed.{tion ot the Colleqo Cauloque

‘-'w:.ll include the. academic calenda:. . ’rhe Amezican Imtituto s su:vey, as
A 'pa:t of .  ‘.. ‘ . . : sclf-study, acccunts t‘ot sovenl such
.. ) L . ¢ . L. \ . {\ ‘ e y

A ._up-dates in .academ.c pracéic,e comj_ng ﬁ“]_y mté effact. ” !
Q o,

-

Di.:cct.or of tho thcnslon Proqrm anql
L Academic Viceopreuden(: :
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SELF-STUDY OF THE POTENTIAL FOR STUDENT ABUSE
- FOUND. IN THEPOLICIES OF ONE SCHOOL
- INVOLVED IN. THE Accaso_xT'Anoﬂ.nELh;resT B
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Lo mmooucnou N T
'_'-‘ e w As” a; additionai]portm-study prepered'by

v “\for the . Association,’ the co]lege agr‘eed to use

B r )’)’ the survey mater%a}s constructed by the Merican Institutesfor Research
) ; 1n prder to measure the “potent1al for abuse of the student by}the .
1nst1tution"-.5 R e e e . "

o

<

As a trTaJ me urementﬁ the ., - ".‘f campus of }
| was seled‘ted es the taﬁet campus. ‘ana’ a sample of fifteen 1ndividuals ' _
\/Was assembled A meet1ng wais held to vauaint the sample with the .g:

purpose of the survey and the procedures to be usedﬂlt \;ls emphasized
. - that the responses should be as emotion-free as possib‘le, ‘and that an
. » S ‘, T accurate measurement of the sample was necessary to allow (l)fa clear o
reading ?rom the sample, and (2) a base from whfcﬂ' to Judge the N
e vaHdi ty of the 1nstrumen‘t 1tse1f ’

.o \ -
» -

R Six administra.tors four facu]ty professionals and_five students e o

N , ,'._"_.j.':.self*admihistered the questionnaire Selection of the samme:{as not °\-
r S random. The 1ntentlon wais to select 1nd1v1dua]s who knew -3 su{:sﬁﬂﬁﬂ EE
LA "»._'_.amodnt about‘the college and 1ts 6perations, in or'der thiea high _ "‘
. PerCentaqe of the topic 1tems would be answered. ~However, o attempt - .
';' ? }o\fy t 1nd1v1duaTs bécause of their predisposition towari ‘ -
~policy. was made. Evgry respondent was requested to give ‘an open and
- I '_' -direct response, and in case of in ecision, ‘respond on the-» <

pessimjgtic side of the a]ternﬁi

to- se]ect. Thes'e’“ -

WY
.

T 4 _instructwons were made to avmd _x_ pro-»col,lege bjas which wou]d reduce

'the validi of the initia] survey: . ‘ e
,‘ . ) . B N . L :




Bl A . . . . oL e Cor
. WEL Cow . 2 R H . .. .
sy . . R . b .' .' .

e

“_the administrators has been.employed by

' .cumuiative service 35 29 years

he Ag!ihisgragg[ §ample Six administratori’self-adminis_ red .

the instrument. The Chancellor, the Dean-of Academic Affairs. t e

"e.Director of Developmeut| the Dean of Students. the ausiness Manaqer and
the special assistanb to the Chancef1or @tlclpatep AN but\one of -

. for: ten years or more
I‘

- The mean length of service among -the group was 10.33 years and the

' f.jcumulative years’ pf servite was 62 years. '?,_ - "ﬁ

The Faculty Samg_i\y Four facultx self-administered the instrument.

. Four senior faculty in the deparblents of Advertising. Accounting. =

General"bsiness and English, all Assoodate Professors, were involved

_' The average length of\\ergice within the groqp was 7 25 years and the

a'
,

The Student Sa le Five students two Juniors and three Seniors,

self-administered the instrument. The students in the sample were |

1

i‘selected on the basis of their knowledge of ) .~_',“ in several ‘

",'_different‘@reas. and’ ihey were able to reSpond to a Jarge percentage of

in wﬁr literature . S " o

THE DATA _ I A . , : 3
;._: "~ The raw data (selfrscored rgﬂéhts) are given on the foJlowing two f a

subgroups in perspective Also listed are.the "national range" and c

M)

the questions T S

C e

- _,pages in two forms. THE DATA BASE presents the raw scores for each
"member of the samgle by topic and subgroyp (student, faculty. administrator)

‘The DATA BASE GRQUP MEANS presents the means for each subgroup (student. .
faculty. administrator) by topic. and allows comparison of the differeht

a

the ”possible high“ §§pres asiﬁiven~by Ameriw\h Institutes for Research

DRI

.

;
5 ; ¥
w

.{l.;‘
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DATA BASE GROUF MENS :

” © ARITHMETIC Avxms OF SCORES IN THE THREE SUB-GROUPS IN THE smn.s BY ronc
%
STUDENT FACULTY ADMINISTRATOR -NAT'L  POSSIBLE
MEAN MEAN MEAN RANGE  HIGH
‘. TQRPIC I | © 100-
. ADMESSIONS 222 . 159 . 51 .. 400 . 1,560
+ TOPIC II . - | S | 50~
 DISCLOSURE 49 . 102 250 780
! roPIC 111 SR | o T . 0 |
/ . REP. OF ACCRED. . = O’ 0. - *o, _ 500 1,330
TOPIC LV - . ‘ ‘ 100..' .
REFUND POLICY 162 4 400 1,125
TOPIC V T U 100~ |
:wuwu:au-s'rur 129 - ‘. 58 103 . s00 . 1,075 °
" TOPIC VI ; - S 125 '
"~ - RECORD KEEPING v 28 25 42 - 500 1,125
_— . ._‘."' . . . " ) . ) . . l. 1
TOPIC VII : A 250- .
occ/mr mam - 63 T -236 - . a150 . 2,140 -
TOPIC hn - . | o ~100-
". CAREER /PLA 165. . 67 T 189, 500 - 1,1460.
\V . . . ‘ .. ‘,' s . - . . . . s, .
_ TOPIC 5 S ' : o . S Qe
FINANCIAL STABIL. 57 63 .. . 225 - 400 1,250 .
'+ OVER-ALL Coo T ;'gg_'
s | SCORE SRR [} SR 83 o157 . - 1,140
Student-mesns are tﬁc sum of each n:udcnt: lcorc dtvidcd by the uu-bcr ot ltudeats
puucipnti.ng .

9

Faculty means au chc .du of uch facq.r.y score dtvidcd by ch- w‘ber “of faculcy
parclctpnting. . , ‘

»
.

A Ad-inistra:or means are the sum of uch adntn:l.ntu:or score dtvtdcd by :hc mnbor
v W.:um. participating. ;o ;

[

+  All weaas .sboye taken ‘from THE DATA THE DATA BASE. Nati.oul nu;u and highest poui.bh
oumerical scores taken !ro- testing material provided by American Iuti.:un of
Rnutch, as lldo lvd.hblc vith the -urvcy -nnrull.v , '

[ ’ L, » . ‘ L . ' . o
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“ scored as follows:.

- interestingly--scored lowest of all three subgrbups

'sourc§’of the,most points for all groups was the uSe of testimonials by

NGMERIC ANALYSTS br RESULTS

~ Qver-all’Scores. According to tha American Institutes for Research

literaturo. the “national range" for over-all scores of institutions

performing in an adequate manner is l00 300. subsamples o

re

National Range 100-300

Students ~ ' ~:lOl Yo
Faculty - . 83 .
" Admihistrators 157 - = .

As higher scores indicate a: higher potential for student abuse. all

' three over-all scores reflect positively on the college. Interestingly,

the administrators subsample selﬁ:scored higher (more potentially
abusive) than the other two groups.//An analysis of the indlvidual
instruments indicates’ that the administrators in~the subsample nere

[ 4

) involved more completely in the kinds 'of’ actions from which student abuse :
'»could result\\and were gene\ally more sensitive to the potential for it.
Their individual comments, however) indi cited that theyuniformly fe}t that

e

the gotentia for abuse did not result in abuse.

Individual.Topic Scores. ‘Faculty and student subgroups scored lower

than the administrative subgroup on all but two topic itens Dn topic fII
regarding the use of statements of actreditation, all subgroups scored

(°
zero, and onm, the topic of systematic evaluatioh pf faculty and staff the

" student mean was higher than the administrato , and ‘the faculty-- i - -' o

.

" 0On Topic I regarding student recruiting policies and practices. thé

individuals not having attended the institution and the lack of a. written .
o r’
policy governing alt recrditing policies The college does use testimonials

. -
- 1. .



‘
g

from non-former-students. The individuals used are those who haVe hlred
students, and the "testlﬁﬁnnals“ are ref]ections of their

eva]uat1ons of our "product". Former-students are also used, and we feel
t [\

L

;he po]1cy is cons1stent with good*practlce and is a ‘positive reflection

on our 1ntentlon to te]T prospective students what ot@ers think about

the edUcat1ona1 product\of the college. The lack of a written, all-
.,J—- .
1nc1us1ve statement of policy regarding student recruiting is real, but,

in our judgment, non-substantiVe. A matrix of rules and processes are
v followed in ald recruiting-operations which do;not lead to potential -
‘{f « student abuse, we feel. However an inclusive policy would be a positive

p ALl

addition to the recruiting system.

On fop1c II, regard1n9'dnscloSures in written documents, the most .
‘points‘were‘accumulated in items re]ating‘to our non-publication of
R | 4statistics about drop-buts and follow-up statistdcs on graduates. It is
’true'that the cpllege has not reported consistent statistics on drop-outs
e and is furthér true that they have not been consistently co]]ected We
shou]d beg1n to do th1s Faf$ure§to report statistics on graduates,
hOWever, is not»random but pIanned‘/ The Eo]]ege is just now cémpleting
—~ its quadrenn1a1 a]umn1 Survey, and will publish those summary results. The
- Year fo]]ow1ng eajh‘Survey, results are published, but het for the next
K " three years because the information is out of date’ for most. recent
graduates, which is the data of most interest\to\ihcoming students; Also,
:“"34‘ »'the tendency in such material is tofselect "good examples" of which?we have
‘ .? h{ghxnumber but with which the temptation to.dhsrepre ent is rather high
(The college has Spec1f1ca11y elected to avoid using suc:\meaSurements ( {
2 T Responses tovTop1c IIf on representat1on of current approved or
accred1ted status was uanorm among all Subgroups, and was a-score. of»

2
2ero.
A

T D-7



Responses to Topic IV on refund palicies and practices was mixed. :,

The greatest number of po1nts resu]ted from: responses to tm¥“questhon

regard1ng the existence of non-refundabTe fees in excess of $100. *The

’ \ f @ ..

”coTTege does have such fees in the area of housing comm1tments, 1n order
to 1nsure that the limited supp]y relative to demand is effect1vehy
"comm1ted pr1or to any term We have reviewed this polrcy, «and our :
statements regard1ng it, and conclude that our po%ﬁcy 15 effec¢1ue1& ;nd
cTear]y expTQined and does not constitute a potent1a1 for abuse. |
Responses to Topic V on 1nstrdct1ona1 staff evaluation and stab;11ty;
. showed that the largest number of points resulted from responses to -
quest1ons regarding the lack of mach1ne scored responses The eva]uat1on .
sheets used by the colTege could be scored mechan1ca11y, but 1ack1ng the,/f'”/
proper equ1pment, 1t is done manually by an 1nterna1 eva]uat1on,aud1t S
‘group. The facu]ty committee on professiongl standards has been work1ng
'”f for twa years to design a metr1c peer-evaluation format, but has been
,4 unable to devise one wh1cn effect1ve1y meets the app'
( K » R 4
4; \\ghe facuTty has expressed: genera] approva] of th ~eva1uat1on sysﬁ@ﬁuw

\ z
comb1n1ng administrative and st dent eva]uatybn, and has generally

,yal of facu]ty o

Lol

. ? ey

v :& 1nd1cated tﬁgt it did not fee1 Cnx1ous tovestab11sh a peer- eva]uat1on. .
+ . . N * AT

~J
9F ‘,)

o system. The need for a machiﬁﬁ;‘ﬂ

: r y
rl/é meGhan1sm for the student " fﬁtuf‘

\ ) eva]uat1ons is soreTy felt, and 1§¢a pr1or1ty for the near future

Responses to Top1c VI, regard1ng record keeping practices, resu]ted; J%ﬁja
in the h1ghest number of points for quest1ons regard1ng 4 written p011cynfj\"
'for,records and retention. " Qur po]1cy, while not in the facu]ty or
operat1ons handbook, is to retain student records 1ndef1nate1y After o
five years in or1g1na1 form, transcr1pts are m1cro filmed and stored. |
The po]ch shou]d be in formaﬁ, wr1tten form, and will be in the next

" faculty and procedures manuals. , ) ’
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Responses to&Topic'VII on.occupationa]/professiona] preparation.
programs indicate that the points_recorded came)primari]y from‘the
queStions'onvthe establishment ef advisory committees for all, some or
none of theysﬁecjalized programs.- A]most.every responQent indicated
committees‘wére active in some hut not all cur#icu]ar areas, and that is
correct. P1ans for other advisory comm1ttees have been made and a program
to expand the adv1sory commi ttee system is being actlvited at this time.

Responses to Topic VIII on career plannlng and-placement servictes "
- \:h( (

| i
and fol]ow up of- graduates show that the. pattern of h1qher scores

Y

concentrate on the questions regard1ng our fo]]ow-up of gradugtes Current]y

the c011ege surveys all graduates every four years, and reports- those

- .

results. While the four-year survey can be very deta1]ed because‘pf

1ts 1nfrequency, there has been 1nterna1‘COn¢ern that it 1s too 1nfrequent
s

and th1s is a very 1eg1t1mate issue. . The co]]eggf currentky eva]uat1ng

«

1ts rat1ona1e for the four-year survey and w111 sd&n make a dec1s1on

regard1ng that policy. - ?, S

-3

Responses to Top1c IX on f1nanq1$; stab111ty show that po1nts ‘were
collected pr1mar11y on quest1ons regard1ng a regu1ar’1n5pect1on by a -
State and Federal regulatory agensy Respondents were 1a ly unaware

, \- .

that such inspections’ 91 regu]ar]y made, and certified aud?ts are

5

‘
'

Genera]]y, the self- adm1n1stered 1nstruments have po1nted to_some
policy areas in wh1ch 1mprovemenf gnd change cou]d and should log1ca1]y

be 1nst1tuted However, an exam1nat1on of the aneas of potential abuse
seeis to confirm that noasubstant1a1 rea] abusé f_
2 i 3 “r

resu1ted in those

areas, and that‘abuse wh1ch has occured hasfrelated to 1nd1v1duals rather

than policy, and begen very limited. The consjstency of scoring by
. g ' A\

‘e

' subgroups is significant( The general low level of scores is shgnificant

-

&



and indicates a low potential for student abﬁse.

EVALUATION OF THE INSTRUMENT

As,the administration of the instrument was undertaken on a trial

basis, the college also focused on an attempt to evaluate the instrument

as well as the scores.

‘Theregare several difficulties with the instrument.

While students have Tittle difficulty administering the test, some
had difficully following the scoring procedures. The "leaf-through
procedure necassary to score the tests was bothersdme to some and there

~is a possibility they might be less rigorously comg]eted in a large

sample if the current format continues.
‘ . The rellab111ty of the 1nstrument cannot be measured in -a. sma]]-

samp]e, one-time, procedure such as the one we undertook, but the

validity of certa1n areas raises some concerns. For example, the topic

Ay

IX area on financial stability measures whether aud1ted*¥ecords are

[
-\h‘

available, but not whether or not they show strength. .Somé Asset

, +Student ratio might be very helpful in th]S regard. AS it is, the

' instrument seems to measute whether an 1nst1tut1on is forthright, but
not whether jt is financially strong, whfch ought to be an important
consideration. | » |

Stepping bach to‘a'more genera] view of the instrument, there was4

some concern among all three of our 'subgroups regarding the orientation -~

toward "student abuse potential” ,as expressed.in the material. The

negative'connotation of gtudent abuse po?entia] aimost certa%n]y engenders iﬁ‘

a brand of responseéjespecia11y in large samo?é}pubTics--that needs to

be carefuI]y normalized if reasonabfe interpretationsnare to be mage

- . from it. The issue of difference between abuse and potentlal abuse is

(

also an 1mportant one. Although the authors of the materials accompanying

/,




the instrument carefully stress the difference, even after a thorough

v introduction.of it to our small sample it was/1n1t1a11y m1sunderstood

in seve;él qages. One wonders whether the capacity of a system

administering a large sample could be able to effectively deal with this

issue or whether significant subgroups within a large sample might
/

’

- misunderstand the intent of the instrument. .
On' the positive side, the survey does pinpoint a number of area

of pofentia] abuse. An institution scoryﬁg high in an area can be led

to an analysis of the va]idify and subs?hnce of the scores and can make

ﬂan evaluation of the area. Particu]arlw with the growth of non-traditional

|
/educational institutiqns, it is wise 7hd appropriate than some consistent

} standards'of behavior be measured foq/institutions. This survey

i

IS one way of getting to tﬁat, and has substantial potential

/ technique (iusef/
" for being a ul tool in that process. ' .

) . . - D-11
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!
Education Consumer Protection:
e One Institution's Self Study '

Background

A}

A self study of the content and distribution of information
prepared for students and prospective students has been conducted
in association with the. assembly of other materials.for inspection

by the Association in its regular accreditation
review. Particular attention has been given to policies and
practices which are related to educational "consumer" protection, {_

as this term has been used recently in government agencies and

educational associations. In accordance with Preliminary dis-

cussions with 3 Association representatives, a self-

study form constructed by the American Institutes for Research

was utilized. Inasmuch as this form has been tested with other

institutions, it has been possible to.obtain the rela@ive standing
*of the .

Al

_ The Institutional Self-Study Form kor bost-Secondary Institu-~
tions copsist% ‘of 123 weighted items on potentially abusive policies
and pracgices,fdivided into nine categories as follows:{

[

I. Student Recruiting Policies and Practices

II. . Disclosure in Written Docudents v
- III. 'Represkntation“oﬁ Approved or- Accredited Status
\w~ IV. "Refund Policies and Practices
V. Instructional Staff Evaluatioén and Stability .
VI. Record-Keeping Practices '
VII. ° Occupational/Professional Prepardtion Programs
vITI. Career Planniing and Placement Services and Follow up
. SR of Graduates '
’ IX. Financial Stability

InJaddition, an overall score is calculated according to the
nuymber of items answered-by each respondent and the weighted- -
average of their responses to each Jitem ‘ : !

In order to obtain opinions from a range of persons associated
% with the Preparation, dissemination and receipt of institutional
information, the instrqment was mailed to representative faculty,.
Students and administrators, with an introductory cover letter
(see Appendix A). 1In order tq improve the response raté-and also
to assure that the'respondeq}z had some interest in ‘ins itutional ...,.
operations, the student and-faamlty representatives were. chosen .
from the membership of general University committees. Two ,faculty
members and two students were selected from the Council on Teaching
and from the COmnittee on Student ‘Services; onepfaculty member and

i . :
b . N . LR - i
-
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to

onpe student from the Committee on Human Riyhts; one faculty
member and one student from the Research Council; one faculty
member from the Committee on Universityv Relations and one student
from the Committee on Student Health Secrvices, f@r a total of

even faculty and seven students. “An additional Seven question-
nalres were distributed to members of the University administration
in ' areas directly related to the preparation and dissemination of
information about educational practices and policies: the
Director of Admissions and Financial Aid; the University Publica-
tions Editor; Associate Deans from two of the undergraduate colleges;
an Assistant Registrar; the Director of the Educational Placement
office and the Director of Residence Halls. Completed question-
naires were received from five of the seven faculty, three of the
seven students, and all of the seven administrators.

Although many of the respondents were already familiar with
University policies and procedures, the following materials were
collected and placed at the disposal of those who wished to review
them: University Catalog, Information For Prospective Students,
Course Schedule, Financial Aid Handbook, Studen* Consumer Infor-
mation summary. 2 ’

Survey Results
A copy of the Institutional Self Study Form is attached as
Appendix B, and responses from participants
have been added in the vertical columns for faculty (F), students
(S), and administrators (A). The inclusion of this information
provides the raw data for further studies if desired, and should

answer ?ny questions about the meaning of statements in this
- report.

Numerical summaries of the responses from each of the .
three groups (faculty, students and administrators) were recorded
and averaged . separately (see Table 1) in.order to disclose any
differences in perception from each,of the respective points of -
view. . An average of the three different groups was computed in .
order to get a composite picture of the perceptions within the
University. The latter results were then compared with the
"expected range" based upon results from those institutions which
had utifiized the instrument previously. :

A summary of the responses from the three groups is presented
in Table 2, together witit the expected range for each categorv. A
score of zero indicates full approval of our®policy or practice
in ea%h case. These figures show the following:
, .

1. Responses for'the are in the bottom
(more favorable) half of the expected range for all
categories and for all thrée constituencies, except ,

. that administrators'- perceptions were in the upper-half
of e range concerning "Student Recruitfng Policies and’
Practices". . - ' >

2. In seven of the ten\caxggories,‘the faculty responses.
were even more favorable than the @ost favorable end o

i the expected range. ; -
- . N )
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3. In four of the seven catcgories, students' perceptions
were more favorable than the most favorable end of the
expected range. '

4. In four of the ten-.categoriecs, the administrators' _
perceptions were more favorable than the most favorable
end of the expected rangye. \ N

K¢

\ /

From these results it can be concluded that the faculty, students
and administrators who were surveyed have a very favorable
perception offi the University's policies and practices with reference
to educational consumer protection.
e~ o R

When the responses of the three groups are ‘compared to deter-
mine the differences in perception within the institution, it is
found that:

1. Faculty are most critical in one category and least
critical in five; : 9

2. Students were most critical in three categories and
least critical in one;

3. Administrators were most critical in five categories
and least critical in three;

4. All three constituencies agreed on one category
(financial stability) which received the only perfect

score.
B . ¢
From this result it might be concluded that those who are most
knowledgeable about the procedures. are also the most critical;
however, this assumptign should be examined more closely. «

b

Most favorable areas. When the results are examined to deter-
mine which types of policies and practices are perceived as most
favorable by each of the three groups, a significant degree of
agreement is found. The categories in each set below are listed
with the most favorable first, etc.:

l. Faculty -- Representation of Approved or. Accredited
Status; Career Planning/Placement and Followup ‘of
Graduates; Financial Stability

2. Students -~ Financial Stability; Record-keeping Practices;
Refund Policies and Practicies
3. Administrators -- Record-keeping Practices; Fimanciail

Stabiliky: Refund Policies and\Practices
4.. Overall -- Financial Stability; Refund Policies and
Practices; Record-keeping Practices.
Least favorable. The three groups had the least favorable
impressions apout areas ag follows. In ea®h case the least
favorable category is listed first: ‘ :

v

‘) 1. Faculty =-- Record-keeping Pfactiééié~;nstructional
. StaffsEvAluation and Stability;(0¢ pﬁtidgal/Professional
X ‘ Preparation Programs.
. ~. . ‘
J“ﬂ s . ’ \"
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2. Students -- Occupational/Professional Proeparation
Programs; Representation of Approved or Accredited
Status; Student Recruiting Policies and Practjces.

J.  Administrators -- Student Recruiting Policies and
Practices; Occupational/Professional Preparation
Programs; Career Planning/Placement and Followup

"of Graduates- | v’

4. Overall -- Occupational/Professional Preparation
Programs; Student Recruiting Policies and Practices;
Instructional Staff Evaluation and Stability.

I'rom these results two conclusions can be drawn: First
of all, there is™a _consensus that the institution has excellent
financial stability. The second conclusion is also encouraging
because it tends to offset the initial impression mentioned )
above that those who are most familiar are also most critical:
The results show that students are most favorably disposed to-

wards those areas which affect them most directly, faculty are

fﬁvorably disposed towards those areas about which they know the

most (with the notable exception of the inclusion of teaching
performance iy faculty evaluation), and administrators are most
favorably disposed towards the areas in which they are directly
involved. With reference to the unfavorable impressions, it should
be noted that the poor ranking by faculty of record keeping
practices is a result of an unfavorable impression by a s1ingle .
person (see Table 1). This is given added significance when it

is seen that record-keeping practices are considered most favorable
by the administrators and second most favorable by the students.

It also appears that the overall impressions are least favorable
concerning the operation of academic and recruiting programs.

Concerns -and Recommendations

Although it is encouraging to learn that students, faculty
and addrtnistrators are favorably impressed overall by our policies
and practices, improvement of the system will be achieved only by
giving attention to the problem areas. Since the item "Occupation-
al/Professional Preparation Programs" had the highest scores, the
questions in that group might be examined to identify more clearly
our perceived deficiencies (Appendiyx B, p. 18). The item in this
Section having the largest number of weighted responses relates
to the inclusion of representatives &f potential emplovers on
committees to advise on gurriculum content and egquipment. Pro-
fessional programs do take characteristics of employment opportun-
ities for graduates into account in designing curriculum. However,
the appropriateness of formally including external employees on
advisory committees can be questioned.

Students and administrators were alsomildly critical about
"Student Recruiting Policies and Practices" (Appendix B, p. 2).
An examination of the responses imndicates that our policies ‘on
recrultment are not clearly stated, nor are respondents aware of
whether prac¢tices are closely supervi%pdby a "responsible -
administrative officer": This is especially significant when

/” | ‘- 1()7 | {
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adminisgtrators in related areas are skeptical. Tt 1o recommended
that the policies and practices related to preadmission contact s

be organized 1n a clear and complete form, and then reeviowed
systematically.  Some respondents also gave demerits tor the
1JbaLIMJP of remedial courses or scections in basie Foovglish oandd
Mathematics, apparently unaware of outr reading and wrett ing
laboratories or not cquating them with "courses or sections” of

courses.,

some apparently unfavorable responses were obtairned, eapecialle
T

trom faculty, about "Instructional Staff Evaluatjion and Stabilits
(Appendix B, p. 15). [t should be roted, however, that essentially

ald of these responses occurred for four specific questions: 2-d

stoncerning evaluation of instruction by graduates, 2-c concernin g

the use of instructional self-ratings, and 4-c¢ and 4-d related to
systematic evaluations of all/reqgularly appointed faculty members

and all adjunct faculty. TInstitutional policies do require that \
vvidence of teaching pertormance be submitted in rodation to pro-
motion and tenure recommendations. The appropriateness and

relrability of teaching cvaluations by graduates after they have
left the institution can be questioned, as can the reliability and
vallidity of instructional self ratings. Thus, it is not clear that
the inclusion of such evaluationsy would meaningtully enhance
evaluation of instruction. It also should be noted that, al though
overall University policy does not specity a particulur system for

revaluation of tenured or adjunct faculty, such evaluations are

O

routinely carried out within academic units in relation to salary
increases for all - faculty and the, reappointment of adjunct faculty.
The advantages and disadvantages of establishing more systematic
evaluations of faculty in these two groups probably should be
cxplored. ' . ‘

Administrators in the survey were somewhat critical of our
"Career Planning and Placement Services and Followup of Graduates"
(Appendix B, p. 21). An analysis of the responses shows that the
survey instrument gives demerits for charging a fee., and that our
followup of graduates and drop-oufs 1is perceived as being lnadecuate.
Each of the placement offices 1is aware of the deslrablll*" of more
thorough collection b6f information about the continulng expericnces
of former students, but this aspect has been accorded a lower
priority than career counseling of currently enrolled Student“ and
placement in jobs or post-graduate educatlonal programs

A study of drop-outs was recently completed, but thg results
were apparently unknown to the respondents. They we*e;ﬁ?so
apparently unaware of the University's participation in a Surv
of Recent College Graduates which i3 being conducted currently by .
the National Opinion Research Center and the National Center for
Educational Statistics. This survey is designed to provide answers
to questions such as: ‘ i :

A

How do graduates who enter the job market farc in their -

search for jobs? )
~.
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How many graduates are underemplbyed and ‘in what flelds°'

How many chOose to get a further)degree rather than enter
the_labor market upon graduat1ng° . - , s
A ple of graduates in ‘all programs for the years 1971-72, Lo
'.w—76 and, 1976-27 wi be" polled .and thé. results :of the 9
natlonal sample as we as the experlence of our own graduates

D

will be prov1ded for Our use. ‘ _ R

<9

Although our percelved performance on "Disclosure in ertten-
Documents' was comparatively good, many eficiencies were p01nted !
out because of the large -number of specYfic p0551b111t1es in- ° '

cluded in- this category (see Appendix B, p. 5). Our catalog or
other basic public information documents were criticized €or
1nadequate dlsclosu e of.: _ - . - .

- Statement of 1ns‘ltutlonal phllosophy or mlSSl n T ’ N
Descrlptlon of ph al facilities as related the
instructional program
An indication of when specific required courses w1ll
normally be offered

s Acceptability by other institutions of credits earned at
_ Iowl ¢
Data regarding the employment success of graduates from -
s undergraduate and graduate occupatlonal/profess1onal
‘ preparation programs , :
Data on drop-outs . *

Grading system ' .
Absences or exce551ve late arrival for classes,-and make-

up work ' ; )
Our public documents were also cr1t1c1zed for not dlSClOSlng the,
standard legal limitations for employment in some 6ccupations,
and for not adequately 1nform1ng the public about our placement,
counseling, and food services, as well as housing the parking
facilities. It is recommended that documents designed to lnform
the public be reviewed by appropriate administrators.

‘ Two respondents noted that there have been problems associated
‘with meeting the standards of a federal agency, (Appendix B, p. 10)
and with accrediting agenc;es, and asked whether the "limitation(s)
or sanction(s) (have been) publ¥cly djsclosed in writing to all
_current enrollees and. applicants"‘"—T%sls recommended that this
’-question'be reviewed, although it should be noted that everyone who
is or might be affected has b en/notlfled whenever problems of this
‘type ‘have been encountered.
Y , v Summary -

In’ suﬂmary,\the ' is viewed internally as
being far abdve, ayerage in 1ts pollc1es and -practices to protect
" the. fights of -students to fair treatment. Students, faculty and
administrators all share this view, and the highest ratings go to
flnanc1al and record keeplng operatlons. Problems are perceived

o . ‘ : ‘

lUJ




g ’ i : ‘ : : . R S
- . ) " B . - . .~ —
: ¥ -

-
<

~

- in most areas, however, in’ splte of the generaIly good performance.
. The table ondpageWS rrovides a quick overview of the problem areas
and recommen ed approaches- to’ thelr solutlons.'
'-Usefulness of the Self-Study Form: , o3

. «* J .o .
The 123 ltems in the’ survey appear to cover adequately the >
various types .of }nformatlon assoc¢iated with potentially abusxve
prds¢1ces and policies related to. "student consumerism". ‘Because
of - this thoroughness., severial.of our: respondents commented that
- they could not adequately agsess our performance in all categorles.
This reaction might have beén expected and does not necessarily’
imply a 'flaw in the- desagn o@ the instrument.- It does suggest,
however, that care should be -used in: selecting the sample so that’
at least one person in the sample (and preferably more than one)
- is well-informed on each item. - This praocedure will help insure
that potential problems do. not escape detection because -none of

‘the respondents is familiar with the area. - ’ -

3 . a FOr S1milar r s0ns, the position of the 1nd1v1dual respondent
~ 'should be considered in evaluating the significance of responses.
\\. Por examhple, a favorable response by a large majprlty in connection
with a specific item might have little signjficance in comparison
with the uhfavorable responsés of those who are best informed about
the. relevant area. Conversely, an unfavdrable , response might in-"’
dicate only that the person 1is unaware of the pollcy or practice
at issue.
. | s L
- In general, the results of the form should be used as an in-
dication of potential problems which might otherwise have escaped
, detection, rather than as.eithegr an indictment or proof of perfecr
“ ' tion. This means, .for example, that an -unfavorable response shgdld
" not, be discounted simply because it represents a small- mlnorlty*
og_the sample or even becalise the person may have beéen ill-informed.
Someone” in a responsible position 'should be ass1gned to review each
unfavorable observatign with instructions: - -

.

_.a) to correct the policy or practlce ‘1f the Crlthlsm is
L, i justified; g
: . b): to bring %elevant policieg to the attention of all affected
’ persons who might not beaware and donsequently mlight be
unfairly critical.- QJ § ' '
e
If the above comments and Suggestlons are val%d then one might
guestion the value of tge information on "expected ‘range" of results.
A relatively poor score might spur an 1nst1tutlon to urgent altion in
making corrections, in which case the comparison- could.serve a use-
ful purpose. On the other hand, a relatively good scoré could en-
courage an institution to neglect or postpone corrective action
\ where real def1a1enc1es exist. Par performance should not be merely
the "average" or "expected range", but rather it should be full
compliange with the principles of good .practice.: It is in this
\ ~spirit- that spec1f1c actions have been ‘recommended :in this report,
for each item where a potentlal problem was lndlcatea“

[3
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A 1.

N

‘Pinancial Stability

Refund Policles and Practices

"3.

'

Record-Keeping Practices

Repreéentation of App;oveduor '

Accredited Status

'
i

Carrer Planning[?lacement,Sefvices,

and Followup of Graduates

\
f

Disclosure in Written Documents -

A4

Instructional Staff Evaluation -

and Stabllfty

4

|

Studént Recrulting Policieé‘and '

Practices'

Occupat 1onal/Professional
Preparation Programs

I

.
Iy
.

PERCEIVED STATUS

Excellent (No percedved deficiencies)

!
Lack of time limitation on processing refunds,

and non-refunded fees not always proportional
to lnstruction received :

K

No discloeure of identification of officer

naking avard; no written policy for records
{f the institution.closes.

Inadequate ddsclosure on:. when courses are
of fered, success of ggaduajes and drop-outs,
and other scattered items.

\"]

Problems with accreditatién and federal ,,

agencles, and non-disclpsure cf game to enrollees

and applicants,

* Tnadequate followup of praduates and drop-outs.

A\l

No systemaklc evaluatlon of teaching spccifically

required frop graduatés or by self evaluation,
nor for tenured o adjunct faculty,

Need clearly stated written policles, revieved
and supervised by responsible adeinistrators;
Tnadequate remedial programs.

o quck of invclvement of employers, accrediting
“agencies, dnstituticpal comittees.

"RECOHHENDATION.

Haintain the present high standards. complizents
to those responsible, ‘

b ?uﬁlfcize the time schedule, and review the refund

policy.

Include naue of Financial aid counselor in each
stulent folder, Add catalog ecton on access to .
records 1n event of institutional closure, .

Documents should be revieved and modifled, . .

Review the methods by which such information is
disseminated, and to vhom.

Disseninate and review the results of a sutvey now
in progress, and of ' recently completed survey of
drop-outs,

More information should be collected on the
advisability of such evaluation policles.

Collect and record the policies, for reviev by
relevant committees. Clarify responsibilities.
Review and promote remedial programs.

Request each department or college which offers
occupational or professional preparation programs

" to review this area.
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Table L. . Sunnnar)/of ‘Individual Responsges .

. .
ro . e o . ) :
. - . . . ﬂ - - . AN
. - i P 3 - .
" - - - ' “
.

'L I Il V. V- VI VII VIII  IX . 'Inst,

FACULTY " 188 . 0 0 63 77 o 0 0 0 .* 4
' ‘0 9. 0 0 18 ,0 429 0 .o %5
0 125 0 0 250 1000  1I25 0 0" 490
0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0o *0D
0 75 ‘0 65 150 0 125 O 0. 55
Totals 188 * 290 0 128 659 1000 679 0 0 214
Averages 38 '58 0 26 132 200 136 : 0 0. 43
S . . v . o . - . : . . \.
. STUDENTS, 158 154 600 125 416 125 750 133 0 215
. 167 0- "0 0 .0 0 25 0 .0 - 8l
167 0 0 _0° " 0 N0 250 0 . 0= 81
Totals 492 154 600 125 416 \ 125 1250 133 .. 0 377
Averages . 164 51 ° 200 42 137 42 417 40 126
- ADMINISTRATORS 154 382 . 600 67 182 0 250 333 0 270
B 0" 0 0 0 182 0o 750 665 0 41
- 185 210 0" 0 0 0 1000 500 0 215
\ 435 90 200 0 190 0. 665 210, O 200
185 0 -0 0 90 0 0 . 110 0 " 45
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 230 0 - 40
- , 425° _0 _ 0 0 0 0_ 1000 0 0 110
Totals 2384 682, 800 67 644 0 3165 2048 0 921
'Averages 3410 97 . 114 10 92 0 _ 452 ° 293 0 . 132
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II.

III, .

V.

VII.

VIII,

IX.

Table 2.

Summary of Responses Grouped According to

Faculty, Students and Administrators

P 3 N

"Student tecrhiting.policies

and Practices

N d el
DiscloSutg\ififfitteg/ﬁocuments
/ y \

Representation of approved or

accredited status

Refund policies and practices

. . Instructional staff evaluation

and stability

Record. keeping practices

'Occupationél/proféssional

preparation programs

Cafeer planning/placgmentqa
follow up of graduates

Financial stability

Institution =

v ~
Expected

Range . -

' 100-400 .

50-250

0-500 -

100-400

100-500

Faéulty
- N=5

"f”iqib

}25-500 -

250-750

100-500

0-400

3

100-300

AN

26

132

200

136

43

C o4

BN

§tudenq

. N=3

164

51

200

42

137

42 -

417

10"

Adm.

’_\q=7 N:-S
" 341 181
97 . 67 -
114 105
10 .« 26
92 120
0 8l
452 335
293 - 112
0 0
132 100
* - /
. R
L

Avg.
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